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June  18,  1958 
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n  iO)>  ;ebss 


f'Uov.in  inii. 


85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3756 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  6, 1958 

Mr.  Russell  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Saltonstall)  (by  request)  introduced  the 
following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Sendees 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for 

other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 

5  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects: 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan :  Administrative  facilities, 
$5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Port  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,077,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah :  Research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $250,000. 
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(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,598,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Troop  housing, 
$862,000. 

FIELD  FOECES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  real  estate,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 


ties,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 
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Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $498,000. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland :  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  family  housing,  $4,189,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,122,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  $847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  hospital  facilities,  $3,505,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,826,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,- 
734,000. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $6,984,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
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maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,227,000. 

( Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana  :  Troop  housing,  and 
family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,076,000. 

Fort  Biley,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Baywood  Park,  California:  Beal  estate,  $144,000. 

Camp  Desert  Bock,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,892,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $173,000. 

(Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Troop  housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $5,844,000. 


1 

2 

O 

O 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

‘» 

23 


6 


(Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  Area) 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $222,000. 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area:  Real  estate, 
$7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,925,- 
000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Gulick,  Canal  Zone:  Maintenance  facilities,  $462,- 


000. 
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(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establsh 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  install¬ 
ing  pennanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $201,121,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000:  Provided,  That 
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the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  deci¬ 
sion  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public 
work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real 
estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 
by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com- 
modit}^  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646) ,  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations : 
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Inside  the  United  States 
Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  275  units. 
Port  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Port  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Port  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Pock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 
Pugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Port  Dix,  New  Jersey,  702  units. 

Port  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

Port  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Port  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Port  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Port  Carson,  Colorado,  200  units. 

Port  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

Port  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Port  Hood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Port  Sam  Houston,  Texas,  183  units. 

Port  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  units. 

S.  3756 - 2 
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Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  units. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  1,231  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California, 
160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 
Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  492  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 
Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shatter,  Hawaii,  481  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facili- 
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ties  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance 
Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out  “$563,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,000”  and  “$134,075,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  “$134,- 
112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Con¬ 
tinental  United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Redstone 
Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike  out  “$2,865,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$4,180,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”  with  respect  to  Port  Mon¬ 
mouth,  New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$615,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$731,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill 
Farms  Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,022,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


12 


facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”,  with  respect  to  Granite 
City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$1,822,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  $2,815,000’ 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Medical  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Walter  Reed 
Army  Medical  Center,  District  of  Columbia,  strike  out 
“$4,472,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,714,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Eort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$923,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,264,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Eort  Bliss,  Texas, 
strike  out  $4,645,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,- 
965,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Eort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  strike 
out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,454,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Sixth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California, 
strike  out  “$1,407,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
742,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Military  Academy)”,  with  respect  to  the  United  States 
Military  Academy,  New  York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,171,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$237,320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,192,- 
000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps) ",  with  respect  to  White 
Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  strike  out  “$693,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Chemical  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Camp 
Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$913,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,074,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Pugwav 
Proving  Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000"  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,044,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Huachuca, 
Arizona,  strike  out  “$6,856,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$7,576,000”. 


(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$492,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$940,000”. 
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(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Transportation  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Eustis,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$1,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,436,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(First  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey, 
strike  out  “$54,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$5,885,000”  and  insert  in 
plaee  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Third  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Benning,  Geor¬ 
gia,  strike  out  “$422,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$616,- 
000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama,  strike 
out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$527,000”. 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$2,457,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,846,- 
000”. 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Biley,  Kansas, 
strike  out  “$1,519,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,- 
000”. 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
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(Sixth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis,  Wash¬ 
ington,  strike  ont  “$3,022,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$3,596,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California, 
strike  ont  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$319,- 
000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “  (Alaskan  Area)  ”,  with  respect 
to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai) ,  strike  out  “$352,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$516,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
402  the  amounts  “$95,010,000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and 
“$334,104,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$100,343,- 
000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facili¬ 
ties  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”  with  respect  to  Cold  Regions 
Laboratory,  Hanover,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,- 
496,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,787,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  r< 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ' 
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amounts  “$115,624,000”  and  “$293,103,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”. 

TITLE  II 


Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 


Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California:  Operational 


and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Bhode  Island:  Troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $2,546,000. 
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AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  commodity 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $  14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada  :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  administrative  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Wliitehouse  Field,  Florida  :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate, 
$4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  North  Carolina  : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,003,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California  :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  $2,158,000. 
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(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 
Springs,  Maryland :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  utilities,  and  operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  real  estate  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field, 
Webster  Field,  Maryland,  $18,521,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
troop  housing  (including  operational  and  training  facilities 
and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas  Island;  and  maintenance 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments  at  Camp  Cooke) ,  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Bhode  Island:  Utilities, 

$2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California:  Adminis¬ 


trative  facilities,  $146,000. 
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MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  Soutli 
Carolina:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California: 
Utilities,  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 


21 


1  Naval  Proving  Grounds,  Dahlgren,  Virginia :  Research, 

2  development,  and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 

3  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hinghain,  Massachusetts: 

4  Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

5  Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak,  Maryland: 

6  Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $601,000. 

7  SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

8  Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 

9  $14,200,000. 

10  Meet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Vil¬ 
li  ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,184,000. 

12  Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Opera- 

13  tional  facilities,  $650,000. 

14  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Opera- 

15  tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,368,000. 

*■  a  ..  . 

1G  Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Opera- 

17  tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

18  Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Opera- 

19  tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

20  Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Opera- 

21  tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 
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MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland: 
Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $38,654,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 
of  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lord  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

Naval  Air  Pacility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities, 
$165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 
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SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply 
facilities,  $3,060,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara, 
Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  $519,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $219,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Nav}^  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  bv  ac¬ 
quiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment  in  the  total  amount  of  $65,001,000. 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 

%j  %j 

develop  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with 
construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research 
and  development  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  de- 
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ferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment, 
in  the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000:  Provided,  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives,  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 
by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  tl  i  rough  other  com¬ 
modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 
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Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  tiie  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina, 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  225 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  imits. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  30  units. 
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Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington,  550 
units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands 
Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  51  units. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine,  20  units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 
Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  H. 
M.  Smith,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220  units. 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 

114  units. 

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
650  units. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico,  676  units. 
Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”,  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike 
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out  “$12,815,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,- 
979,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$139,143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”, 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307,000”, 
and  “$268,091,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$70,656,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,- 
000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000”,  and  “$210,704,000”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000”,  and 
“$212,833,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facili¬ 
ties”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendle¬ 
ton,  California,  strike  out  “$648,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities”, 
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with  respect  to  the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station, 
Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$411,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Outside  Con¬ 
tinental  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities”,  with  respect 
to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands, 
by  striking  out  “$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  “$8,589,800”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800”. 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$308,463,600”,  “$108,365,300”,  and 
“$575,592,300”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$308,634,600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,801,300”. 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading,  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island, 
strike  out  “$11,672,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,601,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
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(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  strike  out 
“$2,247,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Mississippi,  strike  out  “$8,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$9,141,000”.. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  strike 
out  “$170,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  the  subheading  “service  school  fa¬ 
cilities”,  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training 
Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$237,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000”,  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out 
“$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$12,730,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,754,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  203  “$85,- 
939,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$86,711,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 
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turn  402  the  amounts  “$303,453,000”,  “$85,939,000”,  and 
“$451,383,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$312,004,000”,  “$86,711,000”,  and  “$460,706,000”. 


Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special 
Purposes  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Mis¬ 
sile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California,  insert  before 
“$7,669,000”  the  words  “and  land  acquisition,”. 


TITLE  III 


Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  E orce  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont :  Troop 
housing,  $990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,749,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,689,000. 
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Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical 
facilities,  $122,000. 

Bicliards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Mis¬ 
souri:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing,  and 
ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,696,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama  :  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 
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Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,- 
177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utilities, 
$157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania: 
Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,- 
560,000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee :  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 


S.  3756 - 5 


34 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical 
facilities,  $11,037,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $2,884,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  communit}^  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Bantoul,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $750,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,000,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona  :  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,213,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


30 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $319,000. 

Randolph  Ah’  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Beno,  Nevada:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$639,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Wehb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,361,000. 
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CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,768,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia:  Utilities, 
$172,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,373,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois :  Troop  housing, 
$423,000. 

STEATEGIC  AIE  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,132,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,355,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,766,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $5,080,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $7,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,257,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Operational 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


39 


and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,578,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 

734,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 

utilities,  $1,939,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,241,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 


and  utilities,  $5,660,000. 
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Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  $1,489,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$3,401,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Bio,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$11,716,000. 
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Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacHill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $3,825,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $3,344,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,- 
265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$940,000. 

Pinecastle  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $5,387,000. 
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Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $208,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,495,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,345,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $5,185,000. 

TACTICAL  ALR  COMMAND 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Mainte¬ 


nance  facilities,  $536,000. 
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Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop 
housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,858,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  suppty  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$5,474,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
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administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $169,962,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

ATE  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  $500,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $710,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$21,495,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 


1 

2 

O 

o 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


45 


PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $14,454,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,508,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Eico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,470,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $23,048,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $17,172,000. 
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AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$588,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities 
by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  as  follows : 

(a)  Ballistic  missiles,  $165,900,000. 

(b)  Strategic  missiles,  $29,600,000. 

(c)  Defense  missiles,  $122,000,000. 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  estab¬ 
lish  or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  pro¬ 
ceeding  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  for  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  he 
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inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabili¬ 
tate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  util¬ 
ities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000: 
Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  desig¬ 
nee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon 
reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section, 
including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other 
commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration  : 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 
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Benguerir  Air  Base,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-Torrejon  Area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  Area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 

Bentwaters  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 

Bruntingthorpe  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93 
units. 

Brize  Norton  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  83 
units. 

Fairford  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 

High  Wycombe  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110 
units. 

Lakenbeatb-Mildenball  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55 
units. 

Stansted-Mountfitcbet  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
22  units. 

Upper  Key  ford  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259 
units. 
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Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416 
units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646) ,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Adair  Air  Force  Base,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  570  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 
Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 
Cooke  Air  F orce  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  240  units. 
Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  778  units. 
Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  250  units. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Fort  Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 

Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 
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Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 
Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  730  units. 
Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  California,  550  imits. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 
Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  935  units. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 
Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Massachusetts,  395  units. 
Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  600  units. 
Lockhourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 
McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  490  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1,750  units. 
Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 
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Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units 
Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 
Bickards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 
Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  423  units. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 

Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units. 
Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 
Topskam  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  1,500 
units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618  units. 
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Outside  the  United  States 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652), 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations : 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 

Fi  •ancis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500 
units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  imits. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 
Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 
Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
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as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading1  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”,  with 
respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts, 
strike  out  “$6,076,000”,  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,- 
522,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,508,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$15,800,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$824,300,000”  and  “$1,363,189,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000”  and  “$1,364,- 
927,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

( 1 )  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Airport, 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  strike  out  “$1,469,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$13,341,000”. 
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Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike 
out  “$1,339,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 
respect  to  James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,687,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,301,- 
000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$1,586,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,726,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$811,342,000”  and  “$1,447,- 
950,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and 
“$1,450,957,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base, 
Glasgow,  Montana,  strike  out  “$2,048,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$2,390,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force  Base, 
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Kansas  City,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$1,100,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$8,507,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Fal¬ 
mouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$615,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$899,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$!,- 
128,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”, 
with  respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$460,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637,- 
000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 
Shreveport,  Louisiana,  strike  out  “$3,344,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marys¬ 
ville,  California,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$9,087,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
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Tampa,  Florida,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,268,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base, 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,344,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947,000”. 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 
Knob  Noster,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$306,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  lay  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$394,076,000”  and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  and  “$607,460,000”, 
respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “alert  and  disper¬ 
sal  OF  STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND  FORCES”  in  section  1,  as 
follows : 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base, 
Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,479,000”. 
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(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$4,380,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,479,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$969,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,- 
670,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$552,657,000”. 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  Act,  as 
amended  (68  Stat.  49) ,  is  further  amended  by  striking  out 
in  the  first  sentence  the  figure  “$135,425,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797,000”. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  required  for  advanced  re¬ 
search  projects  and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  tem¬ 
porary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total 
amount  of  $50,000,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


58 


TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 
of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  without  re¬ 
gard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (31  U.  S.  0.  529;  40  U.  S.  0.  259,  267),  and 
sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  im¬ 
provements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  adminis¬ 
tration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to  con¬ 
struction.  That  authority  may  he  exercised  before  title  to 
the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255) ,  and  even  though 
the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real 
estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) , 
by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or 
otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 


sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
appropriations,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $111,- 
491,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $9,416,000;  section 
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102,  $201,121,000;  section  103,  $25,000,000;  or  a 
total  of  $347,028,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $194,- 
677,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,384,000;  sec¬ 
tion  202,  $65,001,000;  section  203,  $25,000,000;  or 
a  total  of  $301,062,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $525,- 
101,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $118,670,000;  sec¬ 
tion  302,  $317,500,000;  section  303,  $25,000,000;  or 
a  total  of  $986,271,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV :  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary 
concerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  in¬ 
side  the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects 
outside  the  United  States.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all 
projects  in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that 
title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119), 
the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  and  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991) ,  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  family  hous¬ 
ing  at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund  family 
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housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles  I  and 
III  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 
contracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or 
development  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in 
foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out 
of  this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts;  the  President  may 
exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 
section. 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 
this  Act  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 
security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 
with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and 
section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547, 
551).  The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  shall 
report  semiannually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all 
contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder. 
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Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authorization  for 
military  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary 
of  a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities,  and  all 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  contained 
in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in 
the  titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions ; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as 
to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisition  in  whole  or 
in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor ; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  sections 
2231-2238  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
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Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $30,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act 
of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended;  and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506 
of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  558), 
the  authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of 
$1,850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk, 
Virginia,  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201, 
under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities” 
of  the  Act  of  August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440,  442) , 
as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the  amount 
of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
El  Centro,  California;  navigational  aids  in  the 
amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  El  Toro,  California;  research  and  develop- 
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ment  facilities  in  the  amount-  of  $1,804,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New 
Jersey;  and  navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of 
$400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Is¬ 
land,  Washington:  that  are  contained  in  title  II, 
section  201,  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  and  subheading  “aviation 
facilities”  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat. 
535,  540) ,  as  amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facil¬ 
ities  in  the  amount  of  $2,638,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954 
(68  Stat.  535,  543) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  236,  245) ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352) ,  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  dependents, 
if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack  of 
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adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  five  thou¬ 
sand  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time. 
Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may 
be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and 
operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such 
unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  1015),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
may  acquire  any  interest  in  land  that — 

“  ( 1 )  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense ;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive 
of  administrative  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency 
judgments) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of 
the  same  project,  of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land 
that  together  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016),  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 
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“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired  shall  be  necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is 
not  in  excess  of  $5,000/’ 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows : 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be 
contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units  involved 
has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  housing  units  re¬ 
quired  to  be  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
404  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units 
leased,  utilizing  available  operation  and  maintenance  appro¬ 
priations,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  417  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991,  1018)  ;  and  (3)  rental  guaranty  family  housing 
authorized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622). 

Sec.  513.  (a)  Section  2662,  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  is  repealed. 


66 


1  (b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  159,  title  10,  United  States 

2  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  following  item : 

“2662.  Real  property  transactions :  agreement  with  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees;  reports.” 

3  (c)  Section  43  of  the  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (70 A 

4  Stat.  636) ,  is  repealed. 
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i  CONGRESS  O  O  1  0 

2d  Session  K.  IZtSuU 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

Mat  6, 1958 

Mr.  Vinson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  Ainerica  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 

5  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects: 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACnATIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan:  Administrative  facilities, 
$5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama :  Administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community 
facilities,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia  :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  and  troop  housing  $1,077,000. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  $250,000. 
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(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona  :  Maintenance  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,598,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Troop  housing, 
$862,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  real  estate,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 


ties,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 
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Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $498,000. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland:  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia  :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  family  housing,  $4,189,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,122,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  hospital  facilities,  $3,505,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama  :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,826,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,- 
000. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $6,984,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma  :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
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maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,227,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana  :  Troop  housing,  and 
family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,076,000. 

Fort  Biley,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Bay  wood  Park,  California:  Real  estate,  $144,000. 

Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,892,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $173,000. 

( Military  Academy ) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  Now 
York:  Troop  housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $5,844,000. 
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(Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  Area) 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $222,000. 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area:  Beal  estate, 
$7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
925,000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 

(Caribbean  Command  Area) 

Fort  Gulick,  Canal  Zone:  Maintenance  facilities, 


$462,000, 
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(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by  ac¬ 
quiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $201,121,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Sec- 
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retary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Sendees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 
by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com¬ 
modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1 955  ( 69  Stat.  646 ) ,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 
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Inside  the  United  States 
Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  275  units. 
Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 

Dug  way  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  702  units. 

Fort  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Fort  Carson,  Colorado,  200  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Fort  Ilood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas,  183  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  units. 


H.  R.  12360 - 2 
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Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  imits. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  1,231  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California, 
160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 
Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  492  units. 
OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facili- 
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ties  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance 
Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out  “$563,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,000”  and  “$134,075,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  “$134,- 
112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Redstone 
Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike  out  “$2,865,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$4,180,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Signal  Corps)”  with  respect  to  Port  Monmouth, 
New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$615,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$731,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill  Farms 
Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,022,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa- 
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cilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”,  with  respect  to  Granite 
City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$1,822,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,815,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Medical  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Walter  Reed 
Army  Medical  Center,  District  of  Columbia,  strike  out  “$4,- 
472,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,714,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Eort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$923,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,264,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Eort  Bliss,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,- 
965,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  strike 
out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,454,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Sixth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California, 
strike  out  “$1,407,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
742,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Military  Academy)”,  with  respect  to  the  United  States 
Military  Academy,  New  York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,171,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$237,320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,192,- 
000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  White 
Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  strike  out  “$693,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Chemical  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Camp 
Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$913,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,074,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway  Proving 
Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,044,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hua- 
chuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$6,856,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$7,576,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$492,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$940,000”. 
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(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Transportation  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Eustis,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$1,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,430,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(First  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey, 
strike  out  “$54,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$5,885,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Third  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Benning, 
Georgia,  strike  out  “$422,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$616,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama, 
strike  out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$527,000”. 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$2,457,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,846,000”. 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili¬ 
ties  (Fifth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Kiley, 
Kansas,  strike  out  “$1,519,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,892,000”. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


15 


(11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili¬ 
ties  (Sixth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis, 
Washington,  strike  out  “$3,022,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,596,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  strike  out  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$319,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “  (Alaskan  Area)  ”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai),  strike  out  “$352,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$516,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$95,010,000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and 
“$334,104,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$100,- 
343,000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facil¬ 
ities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”  with  respect  to  Cold  Regions 
Laboratory,  Hanover,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,496,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,787,000”. 
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1  (b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 

•2  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the 

3  amounts  “$115,624,000”  and  “$293,103,000”  and  Insert- 

4  ing  in  place  thereof  “$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”. 
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Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  Ignited  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $500,000. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,709,000, 
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Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $2,546,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida :  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  Cali¬ 
fornia  :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

H.  R.  12360 - 3 
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Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina  :  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate, 
$4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro¬ 
lina  :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,003,000. 
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Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,158,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 
Springs,  Maryland :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  utilities,  and  operational  and  training  facilities 
and  real  estate  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field, 
Webster  Field,  Maryland,  $18,521,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
research,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing  (including  operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas  Island;  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements  at  Camp  Cooke) ,  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Bhode  Island:  Utilities, 

$2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia  :  Administrative 
facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California  :  Administra¬ 


tive  facilities,  $146,000. 
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MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California: 
Utilities,  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 

Nav  al  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Virginia:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 
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Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $601,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
$14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $650,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,368,000. 

Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland: 
Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Oper- 
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ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $38,654,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facibties,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 
of  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facibties,  $683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

Naval  Ah’  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities, 
$165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply 
facilities,  $3,060,000. 
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COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara, 
Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

Naval  Eadio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $519,000. 

Naval  Eadio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $219,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $65,001,000. 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with 
construction  made  necessary  b}7  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research 
and  development  '  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  de¬ 
ferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
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construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to 
acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $25,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining 
thereto. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 
by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance 
Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity 
transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 
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Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646) ,  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  fami¬ 
ly  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277  imits. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina, 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  225 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina, 
849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  30  units. 


H.  R.  12360 - 4 
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Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Wkidbey  Island,  Washington,  550 
units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands 
Proving  Grounds. 

New  Mexico,  51  units. 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Winter  Harbor,  Maine,  20  units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  H.  M. 
Smith,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
114  units. 

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
650  units. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico,  676  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike 
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out  “$12,815,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,979,- 

000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
402  the  amounts  “$139,143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307,000”,  and 
“$268,091,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$70,656,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,- 
000”. 

,(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 2 )  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000”,  and  “$210,704,000”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000”,  and 
“$212,833,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “mabine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pen¬ 
dleton,  California,  strike  out  “$648,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station, 
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Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  ‘‘$411,000’  . 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands,  by  striking  out  “$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  “$8,589,800”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800”. 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$308,463,600”,  “$108,365,000”,  and 
$575,592,300”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$308,634,600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,801,300”. 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island, 
strike  out  “$11,672,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,601,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
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Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  strike  out 
“$2,247,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000”; 
and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Merid¬ 
ian,  Mississippi,  strike  out  “$8,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$9,141,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  strike  out 
“$170,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “seevice  school  facili¬ 
ties”,  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training 
Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$237,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000”,  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out 
“$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$12,730,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,754,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  203 
“$85,939,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$86,711,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$303,453,000”,  “$85,939,000”,  and 
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“$451,383,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$312,004,000”,  “$86,711,000”,  and  “$460,706,000”. 

Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special 
Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air 
Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California,  insert  before 
“$7,669,000”  the  words  “and  land  acquisition,”. 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepara¬ 
tion,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities  ,  and  real  estate, 
$2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont: 
Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
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facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,749,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota :  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical 


facilities,  $122,000. 
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Kichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri : 
Operational  and  training;  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing,  and 
ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,696,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Brooklyn  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Home,  New  York:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$1,177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and 
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training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utlities, 
$157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania: 
Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,560,000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania  : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 

Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 
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Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Da}4on,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

AIE  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  Hew  Mexico: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $2,884,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$979,000. 
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Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Bantoul,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $750,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,000,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California  :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Kellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 


facilities,  $319,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


36 


Kandolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Beno,  Nevada:  Supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $639,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,361,000. 

CONTINENTAL  AIE  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,763,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia:  Utilities, 
$172,000. 
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HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,373,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $423,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,132,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,355,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  suppty 
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facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,766,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $5,080,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $7,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,- 
257,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,578,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
734,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,939,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

D}^ess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Eapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,241,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $5,660,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida  :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,489,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$3,401,000. 
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Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,795,000. 

Lauglilin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Bio,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  communitj7- 
facilities,  $897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,463,000. 

Lockboume  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $3,825,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  bousing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Biverside,  California:  Opera- 
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1  tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 

2  real  estate,  $3,344,000. 

3  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 

4  Idaho:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 

5  and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

6  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 

7  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 

8  $3,265,000. 

9  Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 

10  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

11  $940,000. 

12  Pinecastle  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Opera- 

13  tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 

14  real  estate,  $5,387,000. 

15  Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 

16  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $208,000. 

17  Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 

18  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

19  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com- 

20  munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

21  Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 

22  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 

23  352,000. 

24  Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,495,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,345,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $5,185,000. 

TACTICAL  AIE  COMMAND 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop 
housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,858,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,- 
339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,474,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $169,962,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  $500,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $710,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 


ties,  $340,000. 
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Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$21,495,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $14,454,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,508,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,470,000. 
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Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $23,048,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com- 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $17,172,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$588,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  install¬ 
ing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment  as  follows: 

(a)  Ballistic  missiles,  $165,900,000. 

(b)  Strategic  missiles,  $29,600,000. 

(c)  Defense  missiles,  $122,000,000. 
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Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  un¬ 
foreseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to 
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the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other 
commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion: 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Iceland,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-Torrejon  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 

Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93 
units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  83 
units. 

Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 
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High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenliall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55  units. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
22  units. 

Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259 
units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416  units, 
(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Adair  Air  Force  Base,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  570  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 

Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Hover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  240  units. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  778  units. 
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Ellswortli  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  250  units. 
Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Fort  Ouster  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 

Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 
Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  730  units. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  California,  550  units. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 
Iveesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  935  units. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 
Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Massachusetts,  395  units. 
Lincoln  Air  Force  Base.  Nebraska,  600  units. 
Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 
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McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 
McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  490  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1,750  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 
Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 
Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  423  units. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 

Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units. 
Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 
Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  1,500 
units. 
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Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Ah*  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 
Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652), 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 
Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 
Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500 
units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 
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Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”,  with 
respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts, 
strike  out  “$6,076,000,”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,- 
522,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,508,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$15,800,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$824,300,000”  and  “$1,363,- 
189,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000” 
and  “$1,364,927,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 
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Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

( 1 )  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Airport, 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  strike  out  “$1,469,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Fal¬ 
mouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,341,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”,  with 
respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out 
“$1,339,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 
respect  to  James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,687,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,- 
301,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$1,586,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,726,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section 
402  the  amounts  “$811,342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and  “$1,450,- 
957,000”,  respectively. 
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Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”— 

(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glas¬ 
gow,  Montana,  strike  out  “$2,048,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,390,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$1,100,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$8,507,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$615,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$899,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128,- 
000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 


respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas,  strike  out 
“$460,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637,000”. 
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Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 
Shreveport,  Louisiana,  strike  out  “$3,344,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marys¬ 
ville,  California,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$9,087,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
Tampa,  Florida,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,268,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base, 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,344,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947,000”. 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 
Knob  Noster,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$306,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$394,076,000”  and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  and  “$607,460,000”, 
respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “alert  and  disper- 
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SAL  OF  STEATEGIC  AIE  COMMAND  FOECES”  in  Section  1, 
as  follows: 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base, 
Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,479,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$4,380,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,479,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  $969,000”. 

(h)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,- 
670,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$552,657,000”. 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  Act, 
as  amended  ( 68  Stat.  49 ) ,  is  further  amended  by  striking 
out  in  the  first  sentence  the  figure  “$135,425,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797,000”. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  required  for  advanced 
research  projects  and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
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construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $50,000,000. 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 
of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (31  U.  S.  O.  529,  40  IT.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and 
sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  im¬ 
provements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin¬ 
istration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to 
construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 
to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  O.  255),  and  even  though 
the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real 
estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary 
use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned 
land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
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appropriations,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$111,491,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $9,416,000; 
section  102,  $201,121,000;  section  103,  $25,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $347,028,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$194,677,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,384,000; 
section  202,  $65,001,000;  section  203,  $25,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $301,062,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$525,101,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $118,670,000; 
section  302,  $317,500,000;  section  303,  $25,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $986,271,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV:  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and 
III  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  con¬ 
cerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside 
the  United  States.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects 
in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119), 
the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324) ,  and  the  Act  of 
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August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991) ,  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing  shall  he  available  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund 
family  housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles 
I  and  III  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 
contracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or 
development  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in 
foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts;  the  President  may 
exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 
section. 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 
this  Act  shall  he  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 
security  will  not  he  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 
with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551). 
The  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  shall  report  semi¬ 
annually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
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the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts 
awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authorization  for  mili¬ 
tary  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of 
a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities,  and  all 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  contained 
in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the 
titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects 
as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisition  in  whole  or 
in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor ; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  sections 
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2231-2238  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $30,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act  of 
April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended;  and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  558),  the 
authorization  for : 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of  $1,- 
850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  and  sub¬ 
heading  “aviation  facilities”  of  the  Act  of 
August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440,  442) ,  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
Station,  El  Centro,  California;  navigational  aids  in 
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the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  El  Toro,  California;  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jer¬ 
sey  ;  and  navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of 
$400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island, 
Washington:  that  are  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities” 
of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540), 
as  amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  amount  of  $2,638,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954 
(68  Stat.  535,  543) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  236,  245) ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment  as 
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public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  tbeir  dependents, 
if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack 
of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  five  thou¬ 
sand  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be 
made  out  of  appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and 
operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such 
unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat  991,  1015) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
may  acquire  any  interest  in  land  that — 

“  ( 1 )  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive  of 
administrative  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency 
judgments) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of 
the  same  project,  of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land 
that  together  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
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1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016) ,  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired  shall  be  necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is 
not  in  excess  of  $5,000.” 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act 
of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be 
contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units  involved 
has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units  required 
to  be  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404 
of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units 
leased,  utilizing  available  operation  and  maintenance  appro¬ 
priations,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  417  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  1018)  ;and  (3)  rental  guaranty  family  housing  author¬ 
ized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat. 
606,  622). 


65 


1  Sec.  513.  (a)  Section  2662,  title  10,  United  States 

2  Code,  is  repealed. 

3  (b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  159,  title  10,  United 

4  States  Code,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  following  item: 

“2662.  Real  property  transactions :  agreement  with  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees  ;  reports.” 

5  (c)  Section  43  of  the  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (70 A 

6  Stat.  636) ,  is  repealed. 
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Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  11574,  the  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priation  bill  for  1959.  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  June  9.  p.  10135 
Received  from  the  Treasury  a  report  of  the  Bureau  of  Accounts  covering 
restoration  of  balances  withdrawn  from  appropriation  and  funds  accounts  und^ 
the  control  of  that  Department,  p.  10176 

22,  EXPORiVCONTRQL.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  3093,  to  extend  the  Export /ontrol 
Act  f ok  two  years  until  June  30,  1960.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to/the 
Presidem;.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  10127,  was  laid  on  the  table,  pp/ 10146-151 

23.  BUILDING  SPA^E.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  2533,  to  authorize  GSPuzo  lease 
space  for  Federal  agencies  for  periods  not  exceeding  ten  years./  pp.  10140-141 


24.  F1D0D  CONTROL.  Rep.  Beamer  discussed  flood  damage  in  Ind. , 
of  a  rivers  and  Harbors  and  flood  control  bill.  p.  10138 


td  urged  enactment 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

25,  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Johnso/  inserting  an  article 


pointing  up  the  need  for^water  conservation,  p, 
Sen.  Proxmire  inserted\esolutions  adopted  by 
pressing  the  League's  stand>on  issues  relating 
of  our  natural  resources.  ppV  A5445-7 

Rep.  Brooks  inserted  the  remarks  of  Maj,  yen. 


139 

le  Isaak  Walton  League  ex¬ 
conservation  and  development 

Itschner,  U.  S.  Army  Engi¬ 


neers,  telling  of  the  development^  of  water  projects  by  the  Soviets,  pp, 
A5493-4 

Rep.  Brooks  inserted  Asst.  Secretary 
address,  "Water:  Our  Greatest  Naturf 


the  Interior  Aandahl's  recent 


resource."  pp.  A5497-8 

26.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Talmadge  inserted se^ral  editorials  in  favor  of  his  pro¬ 
posed  farm  program,  pp,  A5443-4 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Thomson  coi?toending  a  program  sponsored  by  the 
U.  S.  Junior  Chamber  of  Commerc^e  which  is  designed  to  seek  out  and  honor  4 
young  men  who  have  made  outstanding  contributions  in  the  field  of  agriculture 
and  conservation,  p.  A5457 

■'7.  WILDLIFE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  an  article,  "Man's 
Upset  of  Nature  Caused  Oregon' s  Rodent  Problem — Kilr^pg  Predators  Caused  Mice, 
Porcupine  Increase."  ypp.  A5444-5 

28.  DAIRY  INDUSTRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dixon  inserting  an  article, 
"Contract  Milking/  describing  the  successful  efforts  of  sbuill  dairy  farmers 
in  Utah  to  set  i w  cooperative  milking  parlors,  pp.  A5450-2 

29.  BUDGET  BUREAU/  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Robison  commending\he  Bureau  of 


the  Budget , /tat ing  that  it  serves  a  "most  necessary  and  useful 
inserting  An  address  by  the  present  Director,  Maurice  H.  Stans. 


irpose,"  and 
A5458-9 


30.  COUNTRY /IFE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Morton  inserting  two  editcJ^als 
endor/ng  the  proposed  establishment  of  a  Commission  on  Country  Life,  ^p, 
A5464-5 


31.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Speech  in  the  House  by  Rep.  Robison  during  debate  on  the  tra^f 
agreements  extension  bill.  pp.  A5467-8 

37,  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Rep.  Bolling  inserted  a  letter  to  the  President  from  the 
Federal  Statistics  Users'  Conference  and  stated  "the  detailed  recommendations 
which  accompanied  it  point  up  some  very  serious  gaps  in  our  economic 


-  3  - 


PAY  RAISE.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  734,  the  pay  raise  bill  for 
classified  employees.  The  report  states  that  "The  committee  of  conference 
igreed  to  reduction  in  the  numbers  of  additional  positions  in  grades  16,  17, 
and  18  of  the  General  Schedule  of  the  Classification  Act  of  1949  and  additional 
positions  authorized  under  Public  Lav?  313,  80th  Congress,  as  provided  by 
Senate  amendment  No.  5,  in  recognition  of  the  hearings  on  the  need  for  14creas« 
in  the.  numbers  of  such  positions  currently  being  held  by  the  Subcommittee  on 
Manpower  Utilization  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  of  the 
House.  The  committee  of  conference  further  agrees  that  the  need  exists  for 
full  and  «miplete  hearings  on  this  subject  to  ascertain  the  actual/ require¬ 
ments  of  the-,  departments  and  agencies  for  such  positions  and  to  .provide  the 
departments  and  agencies  with  the  opportunity  to  justify  their ^specific  re¬ 
quests,  and  that  in  the  future  requests  for  additional  such  positions  should 
be  made  and  justified  by  the  departments  concerned."  pp.  10135-137,  10176 
Rep.  McCormack  Stated  that  this  bill  will  be  considere/today ,  June  17. 
p.  10137 


13.  GRAIN  STANDARDS.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2007,  to  amend/fche  Grain  Standards  Act 
to  permit  the  collection-,  of  charges  to  reimburse  the/Department  for  overtime, 
travel,  and  certain  other\costs  in  connection  witt/nandling  appeal  inspections, 
pp.  10143-144 


14.  RECLAMATION.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R,  8645,  to  amend  the  Reclamation 
Project  Act  regarding  the  repayment  of  contacts  on  reclamation  projects, 
p.  10143 


15.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS,  Passed,  under  suspeiteio/  of  the  rules,  H.  R.  12226,  to  extend 
until  June  30,  1969,  the  charter  of  th/  Virgin  Islands  Corporation,  including 
new  authority  to  operate  salt  water  jiidtillation  facilities  and  continuation 
of  authority  for  sugar  production. 


16.  HOUSING.  Rep.  Sikes  discussed  hi/6  bill,  H,  12939,  to  allow  the  Federal 

Housing  Administration  to  insi/e  mortgages  ork  homes,  outside  the  urban  areas, 
erected  before  application  was  made  for  such  aSjnortgage.  pp.  10174-5 


17.  VOCATIONAL  AGRICULTURE,  R^fceived  from  the  State  Dknartment  a  letter  on  two 
recommendations  adopted  At  the  International  Labor 'Conference  in  1956,  in¬ 
cluding  a  recommendation  concerning  vocational  training  in  agriculture, 
p.  10176 


18.  FEDERAL-STATE  RELATIONS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reporters. with  amendment 
H.  R.  3,  to  esta/Lish  rules  of  interpretation  governing  questions  of  the 
effect  of  actsyof  Congress  on  State  laws  (H.  Rept.  1878).  p\,  10176 


19.  INFORMATION. /The  Government  Operations  Committee  submitted  thei'r  27th  report 
on  availability  of  information  from  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
(H.  Rept/  1884)  .  p,  10176 


20.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  agreed  to  report  a  clean 

bill  in  lieu  of  H.  R.  12360,  the  military  construction  bill,  and  announced 
that  a  rollcall  vote  would  be  taken  on  the  reporting  of  the  clean  bill 
Lime  18.  p.  D548 


21  /APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12540,  the  Commerce 


Department  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill  for  1959  (H.  Rept.  1881) 


The  conferees 


is  agreed  to  shift  $1,000,000  from  the  1958  authorization  to  the 
1959  authorization  under  "Forest  Highways."  and  to  earmark  $48,000  of  Weather 
Bureau  funds  for  agricultural  weather"  forecasting  in  the  Mississippi  Delta, 
pp.  10133-135,  10T76  -  - 
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i  CONGRESS  IT  n  1  OA1  r- 
2d  Session  Jj[(  K.  lOUlD 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  18, 1958 

Mr.  Vinsont  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  *  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 

5  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan :  Administrative  facilities, 
$5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama  :  Administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community 
facilities,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $1,795,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  administrative  fa- 
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cilities,  troop  housing,  operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $9,098,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Eort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Eitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Troop  housing, 
$862,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  real  estate,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 

4 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $498,000. 
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Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland:  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  family  hous¬ 
ing,  $3,454,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $762,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,406,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,- 
000. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,258,000. 
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Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,227,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana:  Troop  housing,  and 
family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,076,000. 

Fort  Biley,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Bay  wood  Park,  California:  Beal  estate,  $144,000. 

Camp  Desert  Bock,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,892,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona  :  Operational  and  training 


facilities,  $173,000. 
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(Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Troop  housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $5,844,000. 

(Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  Area) 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area :  Real  estate, 
$7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
925,000. 

Korea :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 
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(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by  ac¬ 
quiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $201,121,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  wTorks,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
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1  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Sec- 

2  retary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com- 

3  mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 

4  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 

5  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 

6  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 

7  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

8  Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

9  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 

10  1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 

11  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 

12  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 

13  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
11  visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist- 

15  ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com- 

16  modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 
II  Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
22  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
22  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con- 
2!  struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
25  the  following  locations: 
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Inside  the  United  States 
Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico,  200  units. 
Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  imits. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  units. 

H.  R.  13015 - 2 
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Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California, 
160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 

Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units:  Provided ,  however, 
That  no  family  housing  units  shall  he  constructed  on  Fort 
DeBussy. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652) ,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  location: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Maryland,  796 
units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 
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Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facili¬ 
ties  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance 
Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out  “$563,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,000”  and  “$134,075,000” 

l 

and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  “$134,- 
112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Transportation  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Point- 
Aux-Pins  Ammunition  Terminal,  Alabama-Mississippi,  strike 
out  “Point- Aux-Pins  Area  Ammunition  Terminal,  Alabama- 
Mississippi:  Ammunition  loading  terminal,  including  acqui¬ 
sition  of  land,  $26,951,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“Point- Aux-Pins  Area  Ammunition  Storage  Depot  and  Ter¬ 
minal,  Alabama-Mississippi:  Ammunition  storage  depot  and 
ammunition  loading  terminal,  including  acquisition  of  land, 
$44,168,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
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502  the  amounts  “$131,906,000”  and  “$238,870,000’  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  ’‘$149,123,000”  and  “$256,087,- 
000”  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Redstone 
Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike  out  “$2,865,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$4,180,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”  with  respect  to  Port  Monmouth, 
New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$615,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$731,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill  Earms 
Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,022,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Granite 
City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$1,822,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,815,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Medical  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Walter  Reed 
Army  Medical  Center,  District  of  Columbia,  strike  out  “$4,- 
472,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,714,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
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(Second  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$923, 000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,264,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Bliss,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,- 
965,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  strike 
out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,454,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Sixth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California, 
strike  out  “$1,407,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
742,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Military  Academy)”,  with  respect  to  the  United  States 
Military  Academy,  New  York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,171,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$237,320,000’'  and  “$546,387,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,192,- 
000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
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facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  White 
Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  strike  out  “$693,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Chemical  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Camp 
Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$913,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,074,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway  Proving 
Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,044,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hua- 
chuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$6,856,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$7,576,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$492,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$940,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Transportation  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Eustis,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$1,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,436,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(First  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey, 
strike  out  “$54,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000”, 
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1  (7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 

2  (Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 

3  Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$5,885,000”  and  insert  in 

4  place  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

5  (8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 

6  (Third  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Benning, 

7  Georgia,  strike  out  “$422,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

8  “$616,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama, 

9  strike  out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

10  “$527,000”. 

11  (9)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 

12  (Fourth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas, 

13  strike  out  “$2,457,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

14  “$2,846,000”. 

15  (10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili- 
48  ties  (Fifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Biley, 

17  Kansas,  strike  out  “$1,519,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

18  “$1,892,000”.  ;'ik 

19  (11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili- 

20  ties  (Sixth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis, 
24  Washington,  strike  out  “$3,022,000”  and  insert  in  place 
22  thereof  “$3,596,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  Cali- 
28  fornia,  strike  out  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
24  “$319,000”. 
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(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “  (Alaskan  Area)  ”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai),  strike  out  “$352,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$516,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$95,010,000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and 
“$334,104,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$100,- 
343,000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facil¬ 
ities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”  with  respect  to  Cold  Regions 
Laboratory,  Hanover,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,496,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,787,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$115,624,000”  and  “$293,103,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
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the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas,  and  convey  a  clear 
title  by  quitclaim  deed  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  said  depot,  to  any  legal  person  or 
group,  except  Government  agencies  or  departments,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretarv  determines  to  be 

mJ 

in  the  public  interest.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  directed 
to  act  as  follows: 

(1)  The  depot  shall  be  moved  to,  and  integrated 
with,  the  ammunition  outloading  terminal  previously 
authorized  for  construction  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala¬ 
bama,  and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this 
or  any  other  Act,  the  authority  contained  in  the  Act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  536),  for  the  acquisition  of 
land  and  initiation  of  construction  for  the  Point-Aux- 
Pins  facility  shall  continue  in  effect  until  specifically 
superseded,  modified,  or  repealed. 

(2)  The  sale  of  the  San  Jacinto  Depot  property 
shall  be  offered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army,  on  behalf  of  and  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  within  eighteen  months  from  the 
date  of  this  Act.  No  part  of  the  land  herein  shall  be 
sold,  transferred,  or  occupied,  by  virtue  of  this  transac¬ 
tion,  by  any  Government  agency  or  department. 

(3)  A  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the  San 
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Jacinto  Depot  shall  be  consummated  as  expeditiously  as 
possible  thereafter  and  on  such  terms  as  are  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  United  States:  Provided,  That  if  the  property. is  to 
be  conveyed  under  any  terms  by  which  the  purchase 
price  is  not  paid  in  full  simultaneously  with  the  signing 
of  the  contract,  title  shall  remain  in  the  United  States 
imtil  full  payment  is  made  but  there  shall  be  no  penalty 
or  charges  made  for  deferred  payment. 

(4)  All  proceeds  from  the  sale  shall  be  available 
to  administer  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  to  pay 
any  and  all  expenses,  including  land  acquisition,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  relocation,  exchange,  or  sale  of  the 
San  Jacinto  Depot  or  the  establishment  of  a  fully  in¬ 
tegrated  depot  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Alabama,  or  all  pro¬ 
ceeds  deposited  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
for  obligation  by  the  Army. 

(5)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  be  necesary  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  the  monetary 
limitation  imposed  by  section  502  hereof  shall  not  be 
inclusive  of  any  funds  required  for  or  in  connection  with 
the  San  Jacinto  Depot  relocation. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this  section  to  the 

contrary  to  the  United  States  may  retain  possession  of  the 
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San  Jacinto  Depot  or  any  part  thereof  until  such  time  as 
facilities  are  substantially  completed  and  available  for  use 
at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Alabama. 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Carolina:  Drydock, 

$10,000,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational 

and  training  facilities,  $6,000,000 :  Provided ,  however ,  That 

no  more  than  $500,000  of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for 

protective  works  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  determines 

in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  action  has  been  taken  or 

arrangements  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  ship- 

yard. 

•/ 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 
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Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $2,546,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,041,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,252,000. 
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1  Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  Cali- 

2  fomia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $47,000. 

3  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada:  Opera- 

4  tional  and  training  facilities,  $80,000. 

5  Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia: 

6  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

7  Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina: 

8  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

9  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and 

10  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,215,000. 

11  Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida:  Operational 

12  and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

13  Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and 

14  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  admin- 

15  istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
1®  improvements,  $15,823,000. 

I7  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida:  Opera- 
1®  tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  fa- 
19  cilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

29  Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San  Diego,  California: 

21  Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $7,000,000. 

22  Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field,  Florida: 
22  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 
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1  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

2  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 

3  Carolina :  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate, 

4  $4,352,000. 

5  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro- 

6  lina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

7  $1,067,000. 

8  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Biver,  North  Carolina: 

9  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,003,000. 

10  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California: 

11  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,158,000. 

12  (Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

13  Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 

14  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training 

15  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administra- 
1®  tive  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  operational  and 
1^  training  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  Biver, 
1®  Maryland,  $17,666,000. 

19  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California: 

Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
^1  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
22  and  troop  housing  (including  operational  and  training  facili- 

no  , 

ties  and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas  Island;  and  mainte- 

94 

nance  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements  at  Camp  Cooke) ,  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Utilities, 

$2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Administrative 
facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $146,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California: 
Utilities,  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 


Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

'■)') 

23 

24 


24 


ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratoty,  Corona,  California:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Virginia:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $601,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
$14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $650,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,368,000. 
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Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland: 
Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $38,654,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 
of  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 
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Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities, 
$165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply 
facilities,  $3,060,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara, 
Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $219,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $519,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 
$890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $75,301,000. 

Seo.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with 
construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  imforeseen  research 
and  development  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  de¬ 
ferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  militaty 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to 
acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining 
thereto. 

Seo.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
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for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454) 
or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Eerrol,  Spain,  45  units,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  imits,  and 
community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  fami¬ 
ly  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina, 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 
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Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina, 
849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  30  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington,  550 
units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands 
Proving  Grounds,  New  Mexico,  51  units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  H.  M. 
Smith,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii. 


80  units. 
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1  Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 

2  650  units. 

3  (c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 

4  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652) ,  as 

5  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire 

6  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

7  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida,  96 

8  units. 

9  Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Maryland,  385 

10  units. 

11  Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Florida,  392  units. 

12  Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Con- 

13  gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti- 

14  nental  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

15  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”,  with  re- 

16  spect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike 

17  out  “$12,815,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,979,- 

18  000”. 

19  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as 

20  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 

21  402  the  amounts  “$139,143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and 

22  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307,000”,  and 

23  “$268,091,000”. 

24  Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 

25  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


31 


“$70,656,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,- 

000”. 

,  (b )  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000”,  and  “$210,704,000”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000”,  and 
“$212,833,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pen¬ 
dleton,  California,  strike  out  “$648,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station, 
Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$411,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands,  by  striking  out  “$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
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1  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  “$8,589,800”  and 

2  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800”. 

3  (c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 

5  tion  502  the  amounts  “$808,463,600”,  “$108,365,300”,  and 

6  $575,592,300”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 

7  “$308,634,600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,801,300”. 

8  Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con- 

9  gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 

10  the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

11  (1)  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  facilities”, 

12  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Ehode  Island, 

13  strike  out  “$11,672,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

14  “$14,601,000”. 

15  (2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 

16  (Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 

17  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  strike  out 

18  “$2,247,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000”; 

19  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Merid- 

20  ian,  Mississippi,  strike  out  “$8,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 

21  thereof  “$9,141,000”. 

22  (3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 

23  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 

24  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  strike  out 

25  “$170,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000”. 
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(4)  Under  the  subheading  “service  school  facili- 
tles”,  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training 
Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$237,000’’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000”,  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out 
“$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$12,730,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,754,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  203 
“$85,939,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$86,711,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$303,453,000”,  “$85,939,000”,  and 
“$451,393,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$312,004,000”,  “$86,711,000”,  and  “$460,716,000”. 

Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special 
Purpose  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air 
Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California,  insert  before 
“$7,669,000”  the  words  “and  land  acquisition,”. 
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TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepara¬ 
tion,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIE  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities  ,  and  real  estate, 
$2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont: 
Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical 
facilities,  $122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 
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1  Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beacli, 

2  New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

3  Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing,  and 

4  ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

5  Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Opera- 

6  tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 

7  utilities,  $3,992,000. 

8  Wurtsmitk  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera- 

9  tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 

10  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 

11  $8,696,000. 

12  AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

13  Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Mainte- 

14  nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 

15  Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Borne,  New  York:  Operational 

16  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 

17  $1,177,000. 

18  Hill  Ah-  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and 

19  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 

20  $1,746,000. 

21  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utilities, 

22  $157,000. 

23  Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania: 

24  Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,560,000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 

Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

AIK  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Eesearch, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida  :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $2,884,000. 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base, 
San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  re¬ 


search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $12,000,000. 

AIK  TRAINING  COMMAND 


Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Bantoul,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $750,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado,  or  alternate 
location:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$5,000,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Kellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $319,000. 
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Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nevada:  Supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $571,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Ah-  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,361,000. 

CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,589,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia:  Utilities, 
$172,000. 
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HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina  : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,874,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $423,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$4,280,000. 
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Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,868,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $5,080,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $7,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,- 
257,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California  :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,578,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
734,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,939,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  bousing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,241,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities;  $2,703,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,489,000. 
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Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$3,401,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Bio,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  communhy 
facilities,  $897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,577,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Biverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $3,344,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,137,000. 

Moimtain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$3,265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $208,000. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,431,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,345,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $5,185,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 
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Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop 
housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,858,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,- 
339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  veal 
estate,  $5,474,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $163,066,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Various  locations :  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$696,000. 
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ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $710,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$24,986,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $15,688,000. 
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STRATEGIC  AIR.  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  F orce  Base,  Guam :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,508,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,431,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $19,952,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$315,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 

H.  B.  13015 - 7 
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or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the 
total  amount  of  $287,500,000. 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  un¬ 
foreseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 
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Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community 
facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68 
Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-Torrejon  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and  community 
facilities. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 

Bentwaters  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 
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Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93 
units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  83 
units. 

Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55  units, 
and  community  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
22  units. 

Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259 
units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  imits. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  970  units. 
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Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 

Ckanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 
Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 
Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  275  units. 
Cooke  Ah  F orce  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  365  units. 
Edwards  Ah  Force  Base,  California,  778  units. 

Ellsworth  Ah  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 
Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 

Fort  Lee  Ah  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 
Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  270  units. 
Hamilton  Ah  Force  Base,  California,  550  units. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 
James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 
Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  595  units. 
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Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 
Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 
Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  668  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1,450  units. 
Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 
Bichar ds-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 
Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  150  units. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 
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Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units. 
Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 
Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  300  units. 
Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),, 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 
Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 
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Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500 
units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 

Kandolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

Beese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 

Wright-Patterson  Ah*  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”,  with 
respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts, 
strike  out  “$6,076,000,”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,- 
522,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,508,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$15,800,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$824,300,000”  and  “$1,363,- 
189,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000” 
and  “$1,364,927,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”— 

(1)  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Airport, 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  strike  out  “$1,469,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Fal¬ 
mouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,341,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”,  with 
respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out 
“$1,339,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 
respect  to  James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,687,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,- 
301,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$1,586,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,726,000”. 
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1  (b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

2  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section 

3  402  the  amounts  “$81 1,342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000” 

4  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and  “$1,450,- 

5  957,000”,  respectively. 

6  Seo.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con- 

7  gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 

8  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

( 1 )  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Eorce  Base,  Glas¬ 
gow,  Montana,  strike  out  “$2,048,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,390,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Eorce  Base, 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$1,100,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Eorce  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$8,507,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Eorce  Base,  Ealmouth, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$615,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
2a  with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Eorce  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas, 

24  strike  out  “$899,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128,- 

25  000”. 
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1  Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 

2  respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas,  strike  out 

3  “$460,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637,000”. 

4  Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

5  (1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 

6  Shreveport,  Louisiana,  strike  out  “$3,344,000”  and 

7  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,000”. 

S  (2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marys- 

9  ville,  California,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and  insert  in 
10  place  thereof  “$9,087,000”. 

11.  (3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 

12  Tampa,  Florida,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in 

13  place  thereof  “$1,268,000”. 

14  (4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base, 

15  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,344,000” 

16  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947,000”. 

17  (5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 

18  Knob  Noster,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  insert 

4 

19  in  place  thereof  “$306,000”. 

20  (b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 

21  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 

22  amounts  “$394,076,000”  and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting 

23  in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  and  “$607,460,000”, 

24  respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Con- 


25 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


60 


gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “alert  and  disper¬ 
sal  of  strategic  air  command  forces”  in  section  1, 
as  follows: 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base, 
Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,479,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$4,380,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,479,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  $969,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,- 
670,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$552,657,000”. 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  Act, 
as  amended  ( 68  Stat.  49 ) ,  is  further  amended  by  striking 
out  in  the  first  sentence  the  figure  “$135,425,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797,000”. 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the  heading  “re- 
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SEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND”  in  title  III  of 
Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (69  Stat.  342), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Various  Locations:  Research,  development,  and  opera¬ 
tional  facilities  (including  not  more  than  $357,000  for  an 
off-base  roadway  approximately  ten  miles  in  length  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape  Canaveral — an  aux¬ 
iliary  to  Patrick  Air  Eorce  Base)  $20,000,000.” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is  effective  from 
March  1,  1956. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  required  for  advanced 
research  projects  and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $50,000,000. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in  detail  semi¬ 
annually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  authority  granted  by  this  title. 
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1  TITLE  V 

2  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

3  Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 

4  of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 

5  develop  installations  and  facilities  imder  this  Act  without 

6  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 

7  amended  (31  U.  S.  0.  529,  40  U.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and 

8  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States 

9  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  im- 

10  provements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin- 

11  istration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to 

12  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 

13  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 

14  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though 

15  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real 
10  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 

17  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary 

18  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned 

19  land,  or  otherwise. 

20  Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

21  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 

22  appropriations,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 

28  I, II,  HI,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

24 
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(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$112,218,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $8,732,000; 
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section  102,  $201,121,000;  section  103,  $10,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $332,071,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$217,363,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,384,000; 
section  202,  $75,301,000;  section  203,  $10,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $319,048,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$536,218,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $123,654,000; 
section  302,  $287,500,000;  section  303,  $10,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $957,372,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV:  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and 
III  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  con¬ 
cerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside 
the  United  States.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects 
in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119), 
the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  and  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991) ,  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund 
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1  family  housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles 

2  I  and  III  of  this  Act. 

3  Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

4  ( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 

5  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 

6  contracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or 

7  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in 

8  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 

9  this  Act;  and 

10  (2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 

11  General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade- 

12  quately  auditing  those  contracts;  the  President  may 

13  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 

14  section. 

15  Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 

16  this  Act  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com- 

17  petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 

18  security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 

19  with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  sec- 

20  tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551). 

21  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  secretaries  of  the  mili- 

22  tary  departments  shall  report  semi-annually  to  the  Presi- 

23  dent  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Kepre- 

24  sentatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other 

25  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 
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Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authorization  for  mili¬ 
tary  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of 
a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities,  and  all 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  contained 
in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the 
titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects 
as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisition  in  whole  or 
in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor ; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act  of  Julv  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  sections 
2231-2238  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
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Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $30,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act  of 
April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended;  and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  558),  the 
authorization  for : 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of  $1,- 
850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  and  sub¬ 
heading  “aviation  facilities”  of  the  Act  of 
August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440,  442),  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
Station,  El  Centro,  California;  navigational  aids  in 
the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  El  Toro,  Calif omia;  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at  the 
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Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jer¬ 
sey;  and  navigational  aids  in  tlie  amount  of 
$400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island, 
Washington:  that  are  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities” 
of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540), 
as  amended ; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  amoimt  of  $2,638,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954 
(68  Stat.  535,  543) ,  as  amended; 

(d)  the  development  of  ammunition  storage 
depot  and  ammunition  loading  terminal  facilities, 
Point  Aux  Pins  Area,  Alabama-Mississippi,  in  the 
amoimt  of  $44,168,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat. 
535,  536) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  236,  245) ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
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Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  dependents, 
if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack 
of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  five  thou¬ 
sand  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be 
made  out  of  appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and 
operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such 
unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat  991,  1015) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
may  acquire  any  interest  in  land  that — 

“  (1)  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive  of 
administrative  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency 
judgments) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of 
the  same  project,  of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land 
that  together  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 
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Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016) ,  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired  shall  be  necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is 
not  in  excess  of  $5,000.” 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act 
of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be 
contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units  involved 
has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  units  required 
to  be  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404 
of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units 
leased,  utilizing  available  operation  and  maintenance  appro¬ 
priations,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  417  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  1018)  ;and  (3)  rental  guaranty  family  housing  author¬ 
ized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat. 
606,  622)  ;  and  (4)  to  the  extent  that  any  of  the  author¬ 
ization  of  subsection  104  (b),  204  (b) ,  and  304  (b)  of 
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1  this  Act  to  construct  housing  at  locations  specified  therein 

2  are  not  utilized,  such  authorization  may  be  exercised  to  con- 

3  struct  housing  at  other  locations:  Provided,  That  the  total 

4  number  of  housing  units  to  be  constructed  under  the  authority 

5  of  this  subsection  may  not  exceed  for  any  service  10  per 

6  centum  of  the  total  number  of  units  authorized  in  its  sub- 

7  section:  Provided,  further,  That  the  Secretaries  of  the  three 

8  military  departments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall  notify 

9  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 

10  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 

11  to  utilize  the  authority  granted  by  this  section. 

12  TITLE  VI 

13  RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 

14  Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as 

15  follows : 

* 

16  (1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that  precedes  clause 

17  ( 1 )  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

18  §  2233.  Acquisition 

19  “  (a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235,  2236,  and 

20  2238  of  this  title  and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the 

21  Secretary  of  Defense  may — 

22  (2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 

23  new  subsections  at  the  end  thereof : 

24  “(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  procure  advance 

25  planning,  construction  design,  and  architectural  services  in 
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connection  with  facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under 
this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise  authorized  by  law.” 

“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not 
be  considered  ‘military  public  works’  under  the  provisions  of 
the  military  construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal  prior 
authorizations  for  military  public  works.” 

(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted  after  section 
2233: 

“§  2233a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is  more  than 
$50,000  may  be  made  under  section  2233  of  this  title  for 
any  facility  that  has  not  been  authorized  by  a  law  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces. 
This  requirement  does  not  apply  to  the  following: 

“  (a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  expanded,  re¬ 
habilitated,  converted,  or  equipped  to  restore  or  replace 
facilities  damaged  or  destroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of  that  ac¬ 
tion.” 

(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is  amended  by  inserting 

the  following  new  item : 

“2233a.  Limitation.” 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National  Defense  Facil¬ 
ities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  Act 
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of  August  9,  1955,  chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29,  1957,  Public  Law  85-215 
(71  Stat.  489) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $580,000,000  over  a  period  of  the  next 
eight  fiscal  years  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951,”. 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense  Pacilities 
Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  section  414  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956,  chapter  939  (70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  “and  without  regard  to  the  mone¬ 
tary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this  section”. 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

( 1 )  For  Department  of  the  Navy : 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base) ,  Atlanta, 
Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Supply  facilities  and 
utilities,  $259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Navigational  aids 
and  utilities,  $179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He,  Michigan:  Airfield  light¬ 
ing,  $147,000. 
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1  Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Opera- 

2  tional  and  training  facilities,  liquid  fueling  and  dispensing  fa- 

3  cilities,  airfield  lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,992,000. 

4  Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin  Callender 

5  Field ) ,  Louisiana :  Administrative  facilities,  community  fa- 

6  cilities,  navigational  aids,  operational  facilities,  supply  facili- 

7  ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $2,447,000. 

8  Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  New  York:  Airfield 

9  lighting,  $130,000. 

10  Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera- 

11  tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000. 

12  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  and 

13  training  facilities,  $570,000. 

14  Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 

15  Utilities,  $407,000. 

16  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Utili- 

17  ties,  $99,000. 

16  NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

19  Alameda,  California:  Waterfront  operational  facilities, 

20  $128,000. 

21  Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloomington,  In- 

22  diana:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

23  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Bos- 

24  ton,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $108,000. 
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Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia,  Washing¬ 
ton:  Training  facilities,  $81,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chillicothe,  Ohio: 
Training  facilities,  $100,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Danville,  Ken¬ 
tucky:  Training  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk,  New  York: 
Training  facilities,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  New  York:  Waterfront  operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $120,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Beserve  Training  Center, 
Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities,  $515,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa  City,  Iowa: 
Training  facilities  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Badio  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana: 
Communications,  $210,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  (Turn- 
water),  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  California: 
Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Beserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port  Chicago,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Training  facilities,  $94,000. 
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Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San 
Jose,  California:  Land  acquisition,  $78,000. 

Saint  Petersburg,  Florida :  Waterfront  operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $26,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Steubenville,  Ohio:  Land  acquisition,  $18,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White  Oak  (Lewiston) , 
Maryland :  Training  facilities,  $557,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima,  Washing¬ 
ton:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Lynchburg, 
Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $388,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Memphis,  Ten¬ 
nessee:  Training  facilities,  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Moline,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Pasadena,  California:  Training  facilities,  $163,000. 

( 2 )  For  Department  of  the  Air  F orce : 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $129,000. 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  land  acquisition,  $3,174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Maintenance  facility, 
$97,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Connecticut:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facility  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$160,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma :  Maintenance  facility, 
and  supply  facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  and  operational  and  training  facilities, 
$173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton,  Missouri: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $101,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field),  Orleans 
Parish,  Louisiana :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$622,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  $93,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$171,000. 
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Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $740,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 
Site  improvements,  $500,000. 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birmingham,  Alabama : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Virginia:  Supply  facilities, 
$50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines,  Iowa: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $1,308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport,  Mississippi : 
Supply  facilities,  $362,000. 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward,  California : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Texas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,862,000. 


q  Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  and  train- 

2  ing  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $159,000. 

3  Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan:  Operational  and 
q  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
5  ground  improvements,  $1,136,000. 

5  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
rj  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

8  $570,000. 

9  Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martinsburg,  West  Vir- 
PO  ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $123,000. 

qq  O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera- 

q2  tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,099,000. 

q3  Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario,  California : 

14  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $127,000. 

15  Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Supply 

16  facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $233,000. 

17  Rosecrans  Field,  Saint  Joseph,  Missouri:  Operational 

18  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $123,000. 

19  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico: 

20  Supply  facilities,  $70,000. 

21  Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Arizona :  Operational  and 

22  training  facilities,  $655,000. 

23  Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Kentucky:  Operational  and 

24  training  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $715,000. 
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1  Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence,  Rhode  Island: 

2  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $213,000. 

3  Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Housing,  supply  fa- 

4  cilities  and  utilities,  $317,000. 

5  Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  harriers,  $300,000. 

6  (3 )  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

7  ARMY  RESERVE 

8  Batavia,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 

9  Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

10  Beloit,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

11  Canandaigua,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 

12  Canton,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

13  Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

14  Durant,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 

15  Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

16  Fremont,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

17  Galesburg,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

18  Greenwood,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $85,000. 

19  Hempstead,  New  York  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities, 

20  $536,000. 

21  Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

22  Kewaunee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

23  Madison,  Wisconsin  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities, 

24  $490,000.  - 
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Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities, 
$443,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Salinas,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 
Sinton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 
Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $419,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(ARMORY) 

Ackerman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Agawam,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $170,000. 
Ashford,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Belton,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 
Berryville,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities  $45,000. 
Berryville,  Virginia:  Training  facilities, $135,000. 
Bethel,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Calhoun,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 
Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 
Espanola,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
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Fairbanks,  Alaska  :  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 
Gainesville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $111,000. 
Hollister,  California:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Honey  Grove,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Juncos,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 
Livingston,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Lovell,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 
Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Middleboro,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 
Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000. 

Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Salem,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Saranac  Lake,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 
Shallotte,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Smithfield,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Sturgis,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Swanton,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 
Valparaiso,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
Whitman,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $170,000. 
Whitmire,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Winnemucca,  Nevada:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


82 


ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  TIIE  UNITED  STATES  ( NON- 

ARMORY) 

Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  facilities,  $90,000. 

Burlington,  Vermont:  Supply  facilities,  $208,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Supply  facilities,  $325,- 

000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities,  $120,000. 

Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Supply  facilities,  $145,000. 

Kalispell,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $67,000. 

Trenton,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  nec¬ 
essary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equip¬ 
ment  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for  specific 
facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  in¬ 
terests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility 
to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection. 

Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  does  not  apply  to — 

(a)  facilities  that — 

(1)  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation  with 
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the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 

House  of  Representatives  before  July  1,  1958; 

(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1,  1960;  and 

(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made  before 

the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act ;  or 

(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  section  603  (4)  of 
this  Act;  or 

(c)  The  following  facilities  for  the  Air  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States. 

( 1 )  Milford  Point,  Connecticut :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $337,000. 

(2)  Wellesley,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $319,000. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White  Plains,  New 
York:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Sec.  605,  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Title  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  section  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 
temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur¬ 
veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 
incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land  is 
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held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  esetate  or 
land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift, 
purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  section  603  for  the  respective  reserve  components 
of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $11,886,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 

$11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army  Reserve 
and  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$11,042,000. 

Sec.  607.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  603  of 
this  Act  may  in,  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves, 
the  Air  Force  Reserve,  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 
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1  named  in  clauses  1,  2  (a),  2  (b),  and  3  of  section  606  re- 

2  spectively. 

3  Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve 

4  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958”. 
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Laws.  \  , . . yf.  •  .46 

MilitarP  construction. . . 10 

Milk.  ,rt  A....../. . 26 

Natural  reWirc^s. ......  19 

Personnel,  . .2,45 

Public  works?*... . 4,36 

Reclamation*? . .  .......  14 

Renegotia^on. . .  30 


Reorganization . 35 

Research. . . ,20,29 

Rice,. . . 11 

Small  business . ,41 

Statehood. . . 13 

Surplus  commodities......? 

Surplus  property. ...... .28 

Taxation. . . 8 

Textiles. . . 39 

Transportation. .8,15,24,37 
Wildlife . 25,38 


HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  agreed  to  report  \riginal  farm  bill.  Sen.  Stennis 
opposed  reductions  in  cotton  acreage  allotments.X  Rep.  Johnson  explained  proposed 
self-help  dairy  stabilization  program.  Mutual  security  authorization  bill  returned 
to  conference.  House  committed  reported  bill  to  authorize  training  of  Federal  em¬ 
ployees  at  outside  facilities?.  Sen.  Humphrey  introduced  and  discussed  measure  to 
extend  special  milk  prograor  for  60  days. 


HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12^8,  the  State- 

Justice  and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill  for  1959  (H\Rept.  1980).  pp, 
10928-929 

Conferee^  were  granted  until  midnight  June  24,  to  file  a  report  on  H.  R. 
11574,  thsr  independent  offices  appropriation  bill  for  1959.  p.  £$919 

Passeo  with  amendment  H.  R.  13066,  the  legislative  branch  appropriation  bill 
for  19^9.  pp.  10919-928 

Reps.  Bow  and  Passman  charged  that  there  "is  a  growing  tendency  o£\other 
brajrches  of  government,  particularly  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government  in 
ifcs  attempt  to  pressure  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  in  its  decisions," 
articularly  with  regard  to  appropriations,  pp.  10921-922 


PERSONNEL,  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  with  amendme 
S.  385,  to  authorize  the  training  of  Federal  employees  at  public  or  private 
facilities  (H.  Rept.  1951).  p.  10993 


Rep.  Porter  stated  that  ICA  has  followed  a  policy  of  "making  employment 
contingent  on  political  clearance,"  but  he  has  been  assured  that  employment 
"is  based  on  individual  qualification  and  merit,"  and  inserted  numerous 
articles  and  letters  discussing  the  matter,  pp.  1^0.976-982 


3. 


FOREIGN  AID.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Morgan  the  conference  report  on  H/R. 
12181,  the  mutual  security  authorization  bill,  was  returned  to  conference, 
with^permission  until  midnight  Wed.,  June  25,  to  file  a  new  conference  report 
on  theSbill.  p.  10976 


4. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3910,  the 
and  flood  control  authorization  bill  (H.  Rept.  1982).  pp.  1{ 


[vers  and  harbors 
>34-943 


5. 


ELECTRIFICATION^  The  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy  ordered  reported  clean 
bills  in  lieu  o£yS.  3788  and  H.  R.  12459,  authorizing  appropriations  for  cer¬ 
tain  Atomic  Energ^  Commission  activities  including  th^/cooperative  power  re¬ 
actor  demonstratiorkprogram.  p.  D587 


6.  DAIRY  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Johnson  urged  support  for  the /proposed  self-help  dairy 
stabilization  program  contained  in  the  omnibus  £^rm  bill,  H.  R.  12954,  and 
inserted  a  statement  of  questions  and  answers  J*e  had  prepared  explaining  the 
proposed  program,  pp.  109/^-974 


fuss  discussed  the  effects  of  the 
,,  stated  that  "other  friendly 


7.  FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Rep. 

Public  Law  480  program  on  otherScountries 

countries  --  including  some  of  tnWbesy'friends  that  we  have  —  have  been 
turned  away  from  us  by  the  way  the^actr  has  been  administered,"  and  inserted 
statements  of  the  reactions  of  othe^:ountries  toward  the  program,  pp.  10974- 
976 


8.  TRANSPORTATION  TAXES.  Several  Representatives  urged  adoption  of  a  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  to  H.  R.  12695,  the  excise -tax  rate  extension  bill,  which  would  repeal  the 
tax  on  transportation,  pp.  10917,  10971,  10972 


9.  CIVIL  DEFENSE.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12827,  to  extend  certain/emergency  powers  of  the^FCDA  until  June  30,  1962  V 
(H.  Rept.  1956).  p.  10993 


10.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  reported  with  amendment 
H.  R.  13015,  to  authorize  construction  at  military  installations  (H.  Rept. 
ir  1957).  p.  10993 


11.  FARM  PR<  tof.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  agreed  to  ''report  an 

origin,  tarm  bill,  "containing:  (1)  alternative  price  support  programs  for 

cotton  2)  minimum  acreage  and  discretionary  price  supports  between  75  percent 
and  90*  _  rcent  for  rice,  and  (3)  price  supports  for  corn  at  90  percept  of  the 
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ge  price  for  the  three  preceding  calendar  years,  with  no  production  con- 


0583 


)TTON  ACREAGE.  Sen.  Stennis  spoke  against  further  reductions  in  acreage 
allotments  for  cotton,  and  urged  that  each  cotton  farmer  be  assured  of  the 
same  acreage  in  1959  as  in  1958,  and  that  future  increases  in  allotments  be 
distributed  "equally"  among  producers.  He  indicated  his  willingness  to  agree 
to  reduced  price  supports,  and  urged  that  a  group  of  Congressmen  talk  to  the 
Ere3±tlsnt~►abo<’♦•  this  matter.  Sen.  Yarborough  concurred,  pp.  10853-5 
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AUTHORIZING  THE  CONSTRUCTION  FOR  THE  MILITARY 
DEPARTMENTS  AND  RESERVE  COMPONENTS 


June  24,  1958. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Vinson,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  13015] 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  13015)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  considered  the  same,  report 
favorably  thereon  with  amendments  and  recommend  that  the  bill  as 
amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  22,  strike  “$1,795,000”  and  insert  “795,000”. 

On  page  4,  following  line  11,  add  the  following:  “facilities,  and  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  $3,505,000.” 

On  page  9,  between  lines  12  and  13,  insert  the  following:  “Fort 
Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units.” 

On  page  18,  line  8,  place  a  period  after  the  word  “made”  and  strike 
the  remainder  of  that  line  and  all  of  line  9. 

On  page  18,  line  25,  strike  the  word  “to”. 

On  page  19,  following  line  3,  insert  “TITLE  II”. 

On  page  29,  following  line  14,  insert  the  following: 

“Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  California,  1000  units.” 

On  page  53,  strike  all  of  line  14. 

Explanation  of  the  Amendments 

The  first  amendment,  on  page  2,  merely  corrects  a  typographical 
error. 

The  second  amendment,  on  page  4,  adds  language  which,  through 
inadvertence,  was  left  out  of  the  bill. 

The  tim'd  amendment,  on  page  9,  inserts  authority  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  367  units  of  Capeliart  housing  at  Fort  Bragg,  N.  C.  This 
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item  was  in  the  original  bill  but  was  stricken  while  the  committee 
made  a  further  investigation  of  the  housing  requirements  at  this 
installation.  After  further  study  of  the  matter,  the  committee  con¬ 
cluded  that  these  units  should  be  reinserted  in  the  bill. 

The  fourth  amendment,  on  page  18,  line  8,  is  designed  to  render  it 
entirely  clear  that  normal  practice  will  be  followed  in  the  sale  of  the 
San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  property  and  that  interest  will  be  paid 
by  any  pm’chaser  on  any  amounts  not  paid  at  the  time  of  purchase. 

The  fifth  amendment,  on  page  18,  line  25,  merely  corrects  a  typo¬ 
graphical  error. 

The  sixth  amendment,  on  page  19,  inserts  “TITLE  II”  which  was 
inadvertently  omitted  from  the  printed  bill. 

The  seventh  amendment,  on  page  29,  inserts  a  new  item  of  1,000 
units  of  Capehart  housing  at  the  Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.  This 
housing  had  been  approved  by  all  appropriate  authorities  within  the 
Department  of  Defense  but  had  not  been  included  in  the  original 
program  as  such  appeared  in  the  original  bill,  H.  It.  12360. 

The  ninth  amendment  is  designed  to  strike  from  the  bill  an  item  i 
which  appears  twice  on  that  page. 

Purpose  of  the  Bill 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  provide  construction  and  other  related 
authority  for  the  military  departments  within  and  outside  the  United 
States,  and  (in  title  VI)  authority  for  construction  of  facilities  for  the 
Reserve  components. 
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Total  Authorizations  Granted 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Inside  continental  United  States _  $112,  218,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  8,  732,  000 

Classified _  201,  121,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total.. _ _ _ _  332,071,000 


Title  II  (Navy): 

Inside  continental  United  States _  217,  363,  000' 

Outside  continental  United  States _  16,  384,  000 

Classified _  75,  301,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _  319,048,000 


Title  III  (Air  Force) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  536,  218,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  123,  654,  000 

Classified _  287,  500,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  957,372,000 


Title  IV  (Department  of  Defense):  Advanced  Research  Projects 

Agency _  50,  000,  000 


Subtotal _  1,  658,  491,  000 


Deficiency  authorizations: 

Title  I  (Army) _  30,  847,  000 

Title  II  (Navy) _  15,  825,  000 

Title  III  (Air  Force) _  17,  783,  000 


Total. _ _ _ _ _ _ _  64,455,000 


Title  VI  (Reserve  components) : 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves _  11,  886,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve _  5,  054,  000 

Air  National  Guard _  11,  976,  000 

Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard _  11,  042,  000 


Total _ _ _ _ _  39,958,000 


Grand  total  of  all  authorities  granted  by  titles  I,  II,  III, 

IV,  and  VI _ _ _ _  1,  762,  904,  000 
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DEFICIENCY  AUTHORIZATIONS 

In  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  the  bill  are  found  items  which  amend 
prior  public  laws  so  as  to  increase  the  authorizations  for  projects, 
the  initiation  of  which  was  authorized  in  past  years.  These  amend¬ 
ments,  for  the  most  part,  are  to  defray  deficiencies  in  authorizations 
previously  granted  and  are  necessary  because  of  the  general  rise  in 
construction  costs  throughout  the  world.  In  only  one  instance,  that 
relating  to  the  movement  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  is  any 
increase  in  the  scope  of  a  project  involved. 

RESERVE  COMPONENTS 

All  of  the  details  relating  to  the  construction  for  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents  contained  in  this  bill  appear  later  in  the  report.  The  com¬ 
mittee  felt  that  the  report  should  be  divided  in  this  fashion  since  the 
types  of  construction  items  for  the  reserve  components  and  the  con¬ 
siderations  dictating  the  requirements  for  such  are  for  the  most  part  < 
unrelated  to  the  regular  military  construction  program. 

STATUS  OF  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


In  order  that  the  House  may  review  the  status  of  all  military 
construction  authorization  through  fiscal  years  1948  to  date,  the 
following  summary  is  provided  (all  figures  represent  $1,000,000): 


Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Total 

Total  authorizations,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiscal 
year  19.18.- . . . 

4,401 

3,734 

12, 168 

20,303 

Less  unfunded  authorizations  repealed  and  rescinded 
through  fiscal  year  1957 . - . . 

-629 

-324 

-1,119 

-2,072 

Less  estimated  unfunded  authorization  to  be  repealed 
by  sec.  506  of  Public  Law  85-241 . . . . 

-51 

-17 

-164 

-232 

Less  appropriations,  fiscal  year  1948  through  fiscal 
year  1958 . . . ... . 

-3,358 

-3,012 

-9, 617 

-15,987 

Less  dollar  equivalent  of  counterpart  fund  pesetas 
utilized  through  fiscal  year  1958 . . . 

0 

-26 

-53 

-79 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at  end 
fiscal  year  1958 . . .. . . 

363 

355 

1,215 

1,933 

Additional  new  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal  year 
1959  bill . . . . 

+347 

+301 

+986 

+1,634 

Increases  in  prior  year’s  authorization  proposed  by 
fiscal  year  1959  bill _ _ _ _ _ 

+14 

+16 

+18 

+48 

Total  of  fiscal  year  1958  residual  and  proposed 
fiscal  year  1959  authorizations _ _ _ _ 

724 

672 

2, 219 

3, 615 

Less  unfunded  authorization  to  be  repealed  by  sec.  507 
of  fiscal  year  1959  bill _ 

-168 

-73 

-787 

-1,028 

Less  proposed  fiscal  year  1959  appropriation. . . 

-341 

-360 

-992 

-1,693 

Less  counterpart  fund  pesetas  proposed  for  utilization 
in  fiscal  year  1959 . . . . 

0 

-15 

-25 

-40 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at  end 
fiscal  year  1959 . . . 

215 

224 

415 

854 

Residual  authorization 

The  foregoing  tabulation  illustrates  that  the  amount  of  residual 
authorization  available  to  the  three  military  departments  is  being 
steadily  reduced  each  fiscal  year.  This  means  that  each  year  the 
lowest  priority  projects  are  eliminated  through  the  annual  rescission 
of  unfunded  authorizations  over  4  years  old.  (Sec.  507  of  this  year’s 
bill  will  change  the  4  years  to  3  years  and  thereby  speed  up  the  process 
of  rescission.)  Consequently,  the  balance  of  residual  authorization 
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left  available  is  steadily  being  reviewed,  and  consists  of  both  urgently 
needed  projects,  and  other  projects  for  which  the  requirement  has 
changed  due  to  revisions  in  missions  and  weapons. 

The  military  departments  are  each  using  part  of  their  annual  con¬ 
struction  appropriations  to  assure  continued  progress  on  the  most 
urgent  of  these  residual  projects.  The  balance  of  their  annual  appro¬ 
priation  is  applied  to  essential  new  authorizations.  It  is  necessary 
that  a  proper  balance  and  control  be  maintained  between  these  two 
segments  of  the  program,  so  that  construction  can  satisfactorily  pro¬ 
ceed  on  both  residual  nd  new  authorization,  at  a  rate  which  is  in 
proper  relationship  to  the  funds  the  Defense  Department  can  make 
available  for  military  construction. 

Limitations  on  new  authorizations 

In  order  to  achieve  this,  the  amount  of  new  authorization  granted 
this  year  has  been  closely  limited  and  consists  mainly  of  additional 
increments  on  projects  already  underway,  items  required  to  support 
new  weapons  developments,  and  essential  modernization  of  our  bases. 

Title  I — Army 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Title  I  (Army) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _ $112,  218,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  8,  ?32,  000 

Classified _  201,  121,  000 

Sec.  103  (locations  not  specified) _  10,  000,  000 


Total _ _ _  332,071,000 


The  Army  would  be  authorized  $332,071,000  in  this  bill  exclusive 
of  the  authorities  contained  in  sections  105,  106,  107,  108,  and  109. 
The  new  authorization  granted  herein  is  approximately  $38,968,000 
more  than  that  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1958. 

A  general  resume  of  major  components  included  in  the  new  author¬ 
ization  total  follows: 

Guided  missiles 

The  sum  of  $209.7  million,  or  63  percent  of  the  total  request  is 
s  directly  related  to  the  area  of  guided  missiles.  Construction  for 
missiles  falls  into  three  groups:  The  surface-to-air  missile  program  for 
defense  of  our  key  bases  and  our  metropolitan  and  industrial  centers 
in  the  United  States  and  our  key  military  installations  overseas 
$147.0  million,  including  $6.3  million  for  logistic  support  facilities; 
research,  development  and  test  facilities  for  missiles  $45.7  million; 
expansion  and  modernization  of  facilities  at  specialized  schools  for 
the  training  of  personnel  in  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  surface- 
to-air  and  surface-to-surface  missiles  for  a  total  of  $17.0  million. 

Overseas  areas 

The  sum  of  $36.3  million  or  10.9  percent  of  the  total  request  for 
construction  requirements  in  overseas  base-rights  areas  (exclusive  of 
surface-to-air  missiles).  This  authorization  will  fulfill  an  urgent  and 
high  priority  requirement  for  operational  and  logistic  type  facilities  in 
support  of  United  States  Army  Forces  deployed  in  Europe  and  the 
Far  East,  in  accordance  with  mutual  defense  agreements,  as  well  as 
the  Signal  Corps’  and  Army  Security  Agency’s  worldwide  missions. 
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Troop  housing 

The  sum  of  $35.9  million  or  10.8  percent  for  troop  housing  in  the 
continental  United  States  and  overseas  areas,  including  $26.3  million 
for  permanent  barracks,  messes,  and  battalion  administrative  and 
supply  buildings  to  accommodate  9,790  enlisted  men,  and  $3.2  million 
for  permanent  BOQ  spaces  to  accommodate  372  officers.  The  remain¬ 
ing  $6.4  million  will  provide  3,644  semipermanent  barracks  spaces 
and  663  BOQ  spaces  at  temporary  installations  in  the  continental 
United  States  and  in  overseas  areas. 

Army  aviation 

The  sum  of  $8.4  million,  or  2.5  percent  for  construction  in  support 
of  Army  aviation  at  major  installations  throughout  the  United  States 
and  in  overseas  areas. 

Medical  facilities 

The  sum  of  $6.6  million,  or  2.0  percent  for  the  construction  of 
hospital  and  medical  facilities,  to  include  $5.3  million  for  2  permanent  ' 
type  hospitals. 

Categories  of  construction 

A  breakdown  of  the  program  by  broad  categories  is  as  follows : 

Program  by  categories 


[In  thousands] 


Category 

Continental 
United  States 

Overseas 

Total 

1.  Operational  and  training  facilities _ _ _ 

$26, 832 
11,134 
14, 899 
167 
6, 488 
9,172 
40, 166 
2, 872 
498 

$968 

410 

$27, 800 
11, 544 
14, 899 
3,950 
6,713 
9,952 
41, 237 
4, 350 
505 

2.  Maintenance  and  production  facilities .  . . — - 

3.  Research  and  development  and  test  facilities _ 

3. 783 
225 
780 
1,081 
1,478 
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5.  Hospital  and  medical  facilities _ _ _ 

(>.  Administrative  facilities _  _ 

7.  Housing  and  community  facilities . . 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements . . . 

9.  Real  estato _ _ _ __  _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ 

Classified . . 

112,218 
128, 46S 

8, 732 
72, 653 

120,950 
201, 121 
10,000 

Section  103,  locations  unknown _ _ _ 

F"  *' !  Grand  total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

240, 686 

81,385 

332, 071 

*  •'*£  « 

PROGRAM  BY  MAJOR  ACTIVITIES 

A  description  of  the  program  by  major  activities  and  the  missions  to 
be  served  follow: 

Technical  services 

Ordnance  Corps. — The  assigned  mission  of  the  Ordnance  Corps, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  is  to 
support  Army  combat  forces  by  the  provision  of  all  weapons,  ammuni¬ 
tion,  combat  vehicles,  ordnance  general  supplies,  and  train  personnel  to 
furnish  specialized  ordnance  services  of  the  types  needed,  when  and 
where  needed.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $25,393,000  for 
construction  at  5  installations,  to  include  operational  and  training 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  representing  7.6  percent  of  the  program. 
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Quartermaster  Corps. — -The  Quartermaster  General,  under  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  develops,  provides  and  services 
food,  clothing,  petroleum  (except  field  and  higher  echelon  mainte¬ 
nance  of  pipelines),  aerial  supply  equipment,  other  quartermaster 
equipment,  supplies,  maintenance  and  services  for  the  Army,  and,  as 
assigned,  for  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force,  and  the  Marine  Corps;  provides 
for  the  disposal  of  Army  surplus  personal  property,  as  assigned;  and 
provides  for  the  care  and  disposition  of  the  remains  and  personal 
effects  of  deceased  personnel  of  the  Army  and  as  directed  or  agreed 
upon,  of  the  Navy,  Air  Force,  or  Marine  Corps,  and  for  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  operation  of  national  cemeteries.  Included  in  the  program 
for  the  Quartermaster  Corps  is  $4,630,000  for  construction  at  1  instal¬ 
lation  to  include  operational  and  training  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
representing  1.4  percent  of  the  program. 

Chemical  Corps. — The  mission  of  the  Army  Chemical  Corps,  under 
the  direction  and  control  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  is 
to  provide  support  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (Army,  Air  Force, 
and  Navy  including  the  Marine  Corps)  in  the  fields  of  chemical,  bio¬ 
logical,  and  radiological  (CBR)  warfare,  including  smoke,  flame,  and 
incendiaries,  and  materiel  and  equipment.  This  mission  carries  with 
it  a  responsibility  to  assure  that  the  Army  achieves  a  realistic  capa¬ 
bility  for  operations  in  both  offensive  and  defensive  CBR  warfare. 
This  segment  of  the  program  totals  $2,846,000  for  the  construction  of 
troop  housing  and  utilities  at  2  installations,  representing  0.9  percent 
of  the  program. 

Signal  Corps. — The  primary  mission  of  the  Signal  Corps  under  the 
direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  is  to  provide  com¬ 
munication  and  pictorial  services  for  the  United  States  Army,  world¬ 
wide,  and  for  other  components  of  the  Department  of  Defense  as 
directed.  The  Signal  Corps  element  of  the  program  totals  $9,098,000 
for  construction  of  operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities  at  1  installation,  representing 
2.7  percent  of  the  program. 

Corps  of  Engineers. — The  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  technical  service 
and  a  combat  arm,  is  the  construction  agency  for  the  Department  of 
the  Army  whose  Chief  reports  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logis¬ 
tics.  The  Chief  of  Engineers  is  the  commander  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  the  senior  engineer  staff  officer  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army,  and  as  such  is  in  charge  of  the  entire  military-civil  works 
program  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Construction  proposed  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  totals  $1,913,000  for  construction  at  1  installation 
to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities  representing  0.6  percent 
of  the  program. 

Transportation  Corps. — The  Transportation  Corps,  a  technical 
service  under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics, 
provides  or  secures  transportation  services  for  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force.  T his  element  of  the  program  totals  $3,634,000  for  con¬ 
struction  at  1  installation  to  provide  operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  representing 
1.1  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Medical  Corps. — The  Army  Medical  Service,  headed  by  the  Surgeon 
General  who  reports  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics, 
furnishes  the  Army  Establishment,  and  when  appropriate,  members 
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of  other  uniformed  services,  medical  and  dental  care,  hospitalization, 
evacuation,  preventive  medicine,  veterinary  and  other  services 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  health.  This  program  will  provide 
$862,000  for  construction  of  1  Medical  Corps  installation  of  troop 
housing,  representing  0.3  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Continental  United  States  Armies 

First  United  States  Army.- — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general, 
First  United  States  Army,  a  continental  United  States  Army  com¬ 
mand,  whose  area  includes  the  States  of  Connecticut,  Maine,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New  York,  Rhode  Island, 
and  Vermont  is  to  command  the  11  installations  and  6  subinstallations 
within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility  for  operations,  security, 
training,  administration,  and  logistical  support  of  the  active  Army 
units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached  to  the  Army ;  furnish  limited 
administrative  and  logistical  support  to  additional  installations  com¬ 
manded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative  service  or  technical  service  ( 
of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide  for  administrative  and  logis¬ 
tical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air  Defense  Command;  be  responsi¬ 
ble  for  organization,  administration,  training,  logistical  support,  and 
recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components  which  include  United  States 
Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps  (ROTC)  and,  within 
limitations,  National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct  opera¬ 
tions  in  internal  security,  military  assistance  to  civilian  authorities 
during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization,  and  other  specific 
missions  as  directed;  such  as  maintaining  designated  units  of  the  stra¬ 
tegic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment;  be  responsible  for  joint  actions 
with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting,  induction,  operations, 
training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  First  Army  Area. 
The  program  includes  $3,920,000  for  construction  at  2  installations 
in  the  First  Army  area,  to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  housing  and  utilities,  representing  1.2  percent  of  the  program. 

Second  United  States  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding 
general,  Second  United  States  Army,  a  continental  United  States 
Army  command,  whose  area  includes  the  States  of  Delaware,  Kentucky 
Maryland,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia,  is  to 
command  the  10  installations  and  2  subinstallations  within  the  Army  j 
area,  including  responsibility  for  operations,  security  training,  admin¬ 
istration,  and  logistical  support  of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities 
assigned  or  attached  to  the  Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and 
logistical  support  to  additional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief 
of  an  administrative  service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army;  provide  for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units 
of  the  Army  Air  Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization, 
administration,  training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Re¬ 
serve  components,  which  include  United  States  Army  Reserve,  Reserve 
Officers’  Training  Corps  (ROTC),  and,  within  limitations,  National 
Guard;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security, 
military  assistance  to  civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground 
defense,  mobilization,  and  other  specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as 
maintaining  designated  units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deploy¬ 
ment;  be  responsible  for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative 
to  recruiting,  induction,  operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual 
interest  within  Second  Army  area.  This  element  of  the  program  con- 
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tains  $3,331,000  for  construction  at  4  installations,  to  provide  opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities, 
family  housing,  real  estate  and  utilities,  representing  1  percent  of  the 
program. 

Third  United  States  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding 
general,  Third  United  States  Army,  a  continental  United  States  Army 
command,  whose  area  includes  the  States  of  Alabama,  Florida,  Georgia, 
Mississippi,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  and  Tennessee,  is  to 
command  the  9  installations  and  1  subinstallation  within  the  Army 
area,  including  responsibility  for  operations,  security,  training,  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  logistical  support  of  the  Active  Army  units  and 
activities  assigned  or  attached  to  the  Army;  furnish  limited  adminis¬ 
trative  and  logistical  support  to  additional  installations  commanded 
by  the  chief  of  an  administrative  service  or  technical  service  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army;  provide  for  administrative  and  logistical 
support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air  Defense  Command;  be  responsible 
for  organization,  administration,  training,  logistical  support,  and 
recruiting  of  the  Reserve  components,  which  include  United  States 
Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps  (ROTC),  and, 
within  limitations,  National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct 
operations  in  internal  security,  military  assistance  to  civilian  authori¬ 
ties  during  emergencies,  ground  defense,  mobilization,  and  other 
specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  maintaining  designated  units  of 
the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment;  be  responsible  for  joint 
actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting  induction, 
operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual  interest  within  Third 
Army  area.  The  program  includes  $10,974,000  in  support  of  Third 
United  States  Army  at  5  installations,  to  provide  operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  family  housing,  and 
utilities,  representing  3.3  percent  of  the  program. 

Fourth  United  States  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding 
general,  Fourth  United  States  Army,  a  continental  United  States 
Army  command,  whose  area  includes  the  States  of  Arkansas,  Louisiana 
New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas,  is  to  command  the  8  installations 
and  2  subinstallations  within  the  Army  area,  including  responsibility 
for  operations,  security,  training,  administration,  and  logistical 
support  of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or  attached 
to  the  Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical  support  to 
additional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an  administrative 
service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the  Army;  provide 
for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the  Army  Air 
Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization,  administration, 
training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents,  which  include  United  States  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps  (ROTC),  and,  within  limitations,  National  Guard; 
prepare  plans  for  and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security,  military 
assistance  to  civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground  defense, 
mobilization,  and  other  specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  main¬ 
taining  designated  units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deploy¬ 
ment;  be  responsible  for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy 
relative  to  recruiting,  induction,  operations,  training,  and  matters  of 
mutual  interest  within  Fourth  Army  area.  There  is  included  in  the 
program  $21,219,000  for  construction  at  3  installations  of  operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  representing  6.4 
percent  of  the  total  program. 

Fifth  United  States  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general, 
Fifth  United  States  Army,  a  continental  United  States  Army  com¬ 
mand,  whose  area  includes  the  States  of  Colorado,  Illinois,  Indiana, 
Iowa,  Kansas,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  North 
Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Wisconsin,  and  Wyoming,  is  to  command 
the  11  installations  and  1  subinstallation  within  the  Army  area,  in¬ 
cluding  responsibility  for  operations,  security,  training,  administration, 
and  logistical  support  of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned 
or  attached  to  the  Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical 
support  to  additional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an 
administrative  service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army;  provide  for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of 
the  Army  Air  Defense  Command;  be  responsible  for  organization, 
administration,  training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the 
Reserve  components,  which  include  United  States  Army  Reserve,  " 
Reserve  Officers’  Training  Corps  (ROTC),  and,  within  limitations, 
National  Guard;  prepare  plans  for  and  conduct  operations  in  internal 
security,  military  assistance  to  civilian  authorities  during  emergencies, 
ground  defense,  mobilization,  and  other  specific  missions  as  directed, 
such  as  maintaining  designated  units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for 
rapid  deployment;  be  responsible  for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force 
and  Navy  relative  to  recruiting,  induction,  operations,  training,  and 
matters  of  mutual  interest  within  Fifth  Army  area.  The  Fifth  Army 
element  of  the  program  totals  $2,943,000  for  construction  at  3  in¬ 
stallations,  to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities,  troop  housing, 
family  housing  and  utilities,  representing  0.9  percent  of  the  total 
program. 

Sixth  United  States  Army. — The  mission  of  the  commanding  general, 
Sixth  United  States  Army,  a  continental  United  States  Army  com¬ 
mand,  whose  area  includes  the  State  of  Arizona,  California,  Idaho, 
Montana,  Nevada,  Oregon,  Utah,  and  Washington,  is  to  command  the 
10  installations  and  10  subinstallations  within  the  Army  area,  including 
responsibility  for  operations,  security,  training,  administration,  and 
logistical  support  of  the  Active  Army  units  and  activities  assigned  or 
attached  to  the  Army;  furnish  limited  administrative  and  logistical 
support  to  additional  installations  commanded  by  the  chief  of  an 
administrative  service  or  technical  service  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army;  provide  for  administrative  and  logistical  support  to  units  of  the 
Army  Air  Defense  Command ;  be  responsible  for  organization,  adminis¬ 
tration,  training,  logistical  support,  and  recruiting  of  the  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents,  which  include  United  States  Army  Reserve,  Reserve  Officers’ 
Training  Corps  (ROTC),  and,  within  limitations,  National  Guard; 
prepare  plans  for  and  conduct  operations  in  internal  security,  military 
assistance  to  civilian  authorities  during  emergencies,  ground  defense, 
mobilization,  and  other  specific  missions  as  directed,  such  as  main¬ 
taining  designated  units  of  the  strategic  Reserve  for  rapid  deployment; 
be  responsible  for  joint  actions  with  Air  Force  and  Navy  relative  to 
recruiting,  induction,  operations,  training,  and  matters  of  mutual 
interest  within  Sixth  Army  area.  The  program  provides  $9,027,000  at 
5  installations  in  the  Sixth  Army  area,  for  operational  and  training 
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facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  real  estate  and  utilities,  representing  2.7  percent 
of  the  total  program. 

Other  continental  United  States  areas 

The  Military  Academy. — The  United  States  Military  Academy, 
West  Point,  has  the  mission  of  instructing  and  training  the  Corps  of 
Cadets,  so  that  each  graduate  shall  have  the  qualities  and  attributes 
essential  to  his  progressive  and  continuing  development  throughout 
a  lifetime  career  as  an  officer  of  the  Regular  Army.  The  Army’s 
program  contains  $5,844,000  for  construction  of  troop  housing,  medical 
facilities,  and  community  facilities  at  the  Academy,  representing  1.8 
percent  of  the  total  program. 

Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons  Project. — The  Armed  Forces  Special 
Weapons  Project  is  an  agency  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  of  the 
three  military  departments.  Its  mission  is  to  furnish  support  to  the 
departments  in  the  field  of  atomic  weapons  by  providing  technical, 
logistical,  and  training  services.  The  AFSWP  responsibilities  include 
national  stockpile  sites:  Sandia  Base  at  Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  a  field 
command  at  Sandia  Base,  and  the  project  headquarters.  Construc¬ 
tion  in  the  amount  of  $273,000  is  included  in  the  program,  or  0.1 
percent  at  5  installations  to  provide  maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities. 

Tactical  installations  support. — These  facilities  provide  the  close 
logistical  support  for  tactical  defense  installations  in  the  continental 
United  States.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $6,311,000  at 
various  installations,  or  1.9  percent  of  the  program,  to  provide  main¬ 
tenance  facilities. 

Overseas  permanent  and  general  areas 

Alaskan  area. — The  Alaska  Command  provides  the  ground  and 
antiaircraft  defense  and  logistic  support  of  military  bases  in  Alaska 
and  operates  the  Army  Arctic  Test  Center.  The  program  includes 
$7,000  for  real  estate  at  one  location. 

Pacific  Command  area. — The  primary  missions  assigned  to  the  Army 
in  the  Pacific  are  to  assist  in  the  ground  defense  of  Korea  by  providing 
forces  and  logistic  support  thereof,  to  provide  ground  forces  within 
the  area  of  responsibility  of  the  commander  in  chief,  Pacific,  to  train 
and  maintain  all  elements  including  Army  Reserve  components,  to 
utilize  resources  provided  for  the  conduct  of  planning  required  in 
support  of  the  combined  forces  in  the  Pacific,  and  to  provide  for  and 
maintain  the  security  and  combat  readiness  of  assigned  forces.  The 
program  for  this  command  totals  $4,662,000  or  1.4  percent  of  the 
program  for  construction  in  Hawaii  and  Korea  of  operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family 
housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities. 

United  States  Army,  Europe. — This  element  of  the  program  totals 
$4,063,000  for  continuance  of  construction  of  the  line  of  communica¬ 
tion  in  France.  The  mission  of  the  LOC  is  to  provide  logistical  support 
for  the  combat  forces  of  the  United  States  Army  stationed  in  Germauy. 
The  construction  is  for  various  installations,  will  provide  operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments.  It  represents  1.2  percent  of  the  total  program. 
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Section  102 

This  section  includes  $201,121,000  or  60.5  percent  of  the  program 
for  the  establishment  and  development  of  classified  Army  installa¬ 
tions,  worldwide. 

Section  103 

This  section  includes  $10  million  or  3  percent  of  the  program  and 
will  permit  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  missions,  new 
weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements  or  improved  production  schedules  when  deferral  of  such 
construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  act  would  be  detrimental  to  the  interests  of  our  national  security. 

Section  104 

This  section  authorizes  the  following:  Construction  or  acquirement 
by  lease  or  otherwise  of  934  units  of  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  overseas  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  and  construction  of  9,916  units  of  family  housing  for  occu¬ 
pancy  as  public  quarters  at  35  locations,  and  at  various  Army  Air 
Defense  Command  stations  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title 
IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended. 

Sections  105,  106,  107,  108,  and  109 

These  sections  provide  amendments  to  Public  Law  209  of  the  83d 
Congress,  Public  Laws  161  and  968  of  the  84th  Congress,  and  Public 
Law  85-241  of  the  85th  Congress,  increasing  authorizations  granted  in 
these  laws  at  certain  installations.  These  amendments,  for  the  most 
part,  are  necessary  to  defray  deficiencies  in  authorization  granted  in 
fiscal  years  1954,  1956,  1957,  and  1958,  brought  about  basically  by  the 
general  rise  in  construction  cost  indices  throughout  the  world. 

Section  106 

This  section  provides  an  amendment  to  Public  Law  534  of  the  83d 
Congress,  increasing  authorization  granted  in  that  law  for  the  Point 
Aux  Pins  Area  Ammunition  Terminal,  Alabama-Mississippi.  This 
amendment  is  necessary  to  defray  the  deficiency  in  authorization 
granted  in  fiscal  year  1955,  brought  about  basically  by  the  authori¬ 
zation  granted  by  section  110  hereof  requiring  the  relocation  of  San 
Jacinto  Odnance  Depot,  Tex.,  to  the  Point  Aux  Pins  area,  Alabama- 
Mississippi. 

Section  110 

The  House  will  recall  that  2  years  ago,  the  Military  Construction 
Act  authorized  studies  relating  to  ordnance  storage  areas  including 
the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  in  Houston,  Tex.  Again,  this  year 
the  committee’s  attention  was  directed  to  this  perplexing  problem  in 
connection  with  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot. 

As  was  pointed  out  2  years  ago,  many  of  these  storage  and  outloading 
facilities  were  established  as  a  consequence  of  urgent  needs  brought  on 
by  war.  Sites  were  selected  on  the  basis  of  immediacy  of  need  and 
sometimes  without  regard  to  the  ultimate  problems  which  would  arise 
because  of  their  location.  It  is  understandable  that  the  problems  of 
the  moment,  that  is,  the  quick  movement  of  ammunition,  bombs,  etc., 
to  our  forces  was  paramount.  In  some  instances  these  facilities  were 
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established  in  areas  that  were  already  reasonably  developed  or  obvious¬ 
ly  susceptible  to  rapid  development.  In  other  instances  the  facility 
may  have  been  well  located  at  the  time  of  its  original  selection  but  the 
expansion  of  the  country,  and  particularly  the  industrial  expansion, 
has  placed  ammunition  storage  too  close  to  industrial  or  habitation 
areas. 

It  is  for  the  foregoing  reasons  that  the  committee  inserted  in  the  bill 
language  requiring  that  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  be  moved 
from  its  present  location.  The  site  selected  for  the  relocation  is  the 
Point  Aux  Pins  Area  in  Alabama-Mississippi.  The  establishment  of  a 
facility  of  this  kind  in  this  area  was  authorized  in  the  83d  Congress  by 
Public  Law  534. 

Land  acquisition 

The  committee  notes  that  the  Army  has  continued  to  make  most 
commendable  progress  in  minimizing  requests  for  the  acquisition  of 
new  lands.  Aside  from  land  required  for  surface-to-air  missile  air 
defense  in  the  continental  United  Srates,  and  487  acres  of  contaminat¬ 
ed  acre,  purchase  of  which  is  necessary  to  protect  the  surrounding 
community,  there  are  only  2  land-acquisition  projects  included  for  a 
total  of  63.6  acres  to  be  acquired  in  fee  title  at  a  cost  of  $361,000. 

Title  II — Navy 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATION 


Title  II — Navy: 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $217,  363,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  16,  384,  000 

Classified _ _ _  75,  301,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Total _  319,  048,  000 


The  Navy  would  be  authorized  $319,048,000  in  this  bill  for  new 
public  works,  and  an  increase  of  $15,825,000  to  compensate  for  in¬ 
creased  costs  to  construct  public  works  which  had  been  authorized  in 
previous  years.  This  bill  would  authorize  $18,563,000  less  than  in 
fiscal  year  1958.  It  is  noted  that  $421  million  of  unused  authorization 
from  previous  years  exists  at  the.  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1959.  The 
Navy  estimates  that,  with  the  execution  of  its  construction  program 
and  estimated  rescissions,  only  $247  million  of  unused  authorization 
will  exist  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1960. 

Modernization 

The  Navy’s  program  is  an  incremental  part  of  its  continuing  long- 
range  program  to  modernize  its  Shore  Establishment  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  new  and  advancing  weapons  systems  and  technology. 
Included  is  the  replacement  of  obsolescent  and  deteriorated  facilities. 
The  committee  agrees  that  personnel  facilities  adequate  to  provide 
satisfactory  living  conditions  are  an  essential  part  of  the  program 
in  order  that  the  highest  type  of  officers  and  enlisted  men  be  motivated 
toward  a  career  in  the  Navy. 

Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard 

The  bill  would  authorize  protection  measures  against  flooding  at 
the  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard  in  the  amount  of  $6  million,  subject 
to  the  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  that  action  taken 
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to  stop  subsidence  is  effective.  This  is  an  increase  from  the  $500,000 
submitted  by  the  Navy  for  minimum  protection  against  flooding 
until  1960.  This  action  was  taken  in  the  light  of  a  California  State 
law  providing  for  pressurization  of  the  oilfield  with  salt  water.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  would  be  directed  to  determine  that  action  is 
effective  in  preventing  further  subsidence,  otherwise  only  minimum 
measures  to  prevent  flooding,  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  is  to  be  ac¬ 
complished. 

Harvey  Point,  Lemoore,  and  Towers  Field 

The  incremental  development  of  the  new  naval  seaplane  facility, 
Harvey  Point,  N.  C.,  would  continue  at  $11,215,000,  and  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.,  at  $15,823,000.  The  Naval  Auxiliary 
Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla.,  would  be  provided  with  facilities  to  ac¬ 
commodate  aircraft  carriers  and  escorts  in  the  amount  of  $9,892,000. 
This  is  the  commencement  of  a  program  to  convert  this  auxiliary  air 
station  into  a  naval  base,  which  mission  it  now  performs.  The  bill 
provides  $17,666,000  as  the  second  increment  of  the  naval  air  facility, 
John  H.  Towers  Field  to  be  developed  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base. 
This  is  a  decrease  of  $855,000  from  that  submitted  by  the  Navy  for 
certain  common  use  facilities  which  should  be  examined  carefully  to 
determine  their  absolute  necessity.  When  completed,  the  Navy  will 
transfer  to  the  new  facility  all  aviation  activities  now  at  the  naval 
air  station  at  Anacostia.  The  committee  desires  that  this  new  ac¬ 
tivity  be  named  naval  air  facility,  John  H.  Towers  Field,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base. 

As  part  of  the  Towers  Field  project,  it  had  been  planned,  by  addi¬ 
tional  land  acquisition  and  lengthening  and  improving  its  runway,  to 
use  Webster  Field  for  practice  landings  of  jet  aircraft.  Further  study 
by  the  Navy,  however,  showed  that  by  developing  a  dual  runway  at 
the  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River  a  much  safer  operation  for 
these  high  performance  aircraft  would  result.  This  dual  runway 
would  cost  approximately  the  same  as  the  planned  expansion  at 
Webster  Field.  For  these  reasons,  plus  the  advantages  to  be  gained 
by  building  up  at  a  fully  operational  station  and  the  fact  that  no  land 
acquisition  would  be  necessary,  it  was  determined  preferable  to  im¬ 
prove  at  Patuxent  River  rather  than  at  Webster  Field. 

Pacific  missile  range 

The  development  of  the  Pacific  missile  range  would  be  provided  in 
the  amount  of  $13,841,000.  Under  an  agreement  among  the  services 
the  Navy  is  responsible  for  general  management,  and  provides  facili¬ 
ties  for  common  use.  Pursuant  to  this  agreement,  and  to  enhance 
Navy  missile  research,  development,  and  test,  facilities  would  be 
located  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  the  missile  facility,  Point  Arguello, 
San  Nicolas  Island,  and  Naval  Air  Station,  Point  Mugu. 

Charleston  ( S .  C.)  drydock 

The  committee  noted  that  the  Navy  has  no  modern  drydocks  in  the 
southeastern  part  of  the  United  States.  In  view  of  the  increasingly 
high  level  of  operations  in  this  area,  it  is  considered  that  the  Navy 
should  be  authorized  to  construct  a  drydock  at  the  Naval  Shipyard. 
Charleston,  S.  C.,  in  the  amount  of  $10  million,  and  this  item  was 
added  by  the  committee.  It  was  further  determined  that  there  is  an 
urgent  need  to  replace  some  of  the  unsatisfactory  temporar}r  barracks 
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at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Tex.,  and  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  this  additional  item  in  the  authorization  bill  in 
the  amount  of  $1,041,000. 

Pier  and  dredging,  San  Diego. 

In  view  of  the  phased  replacement  of  the  Essex  class  aircraft  carriers 
in  the  fleet,  the  committee  considers  that  action  should  be  taken  now 
to  provide  for  berthing  for  the  deeper  draft  Forrestal  class  aircraft 
carriers  at  San  Diego.  Accordingly,  an  item  for  a  pier  and  dredging 
has  been  introduced  in  the  amount  of  $7  million. 

In  section  202  the  committee  considers  that  the  Navy  should  be 
authorized  an  increase  in  classified  facilities  to  be  constructed  in  the 
amount  of  $10,300,000.  This  action  has  been  taken  after  careful  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  project  involved,  which  is  considered  to  be  essential 
for  national  defense. 

The  Navy  submission  included  authorization  to  construct  unnamed 
public  works  in  the  amount  of  $25  million.  This  would  provide  for 
requirements  not  now  foreseen,  but  which  could  not  be  deferred  to 
be  included  in  the  next  military  authorization  construction  act.  The 
committee  considers  that  this  provision  is  justified  in  principle,  but 
that  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $10  million  is  adequate  for  this 
purpose. 

The  bill  would  authorize  the  Navy  to  construct  8,308  units  of 
family  housing  under  Capehart  legislation  at  locations  in  the  United 
States  and  its  possessions,  and  543  units  of  family  housing  to  be 
financed  from  surplus  commodity  credit,  at  4  locations  in  foreign 
countries.  The  committee  considers  that  the  Navy’s  program  of 
family  housing  is  conservative,  providing  an  average  of  55  percent  of 
the  requirements  of  the  various  stations  involved.  Criteria  for  the 
provision  of  family  housing  are:  station  isolation  and  inadequate 
community  housing  support.  Associated  with  the  housing  program 
of  the  Navy,  the  committee  considered  that  the  Navy  should  be 
authorized  to  acquire  Wherry  housing  projects  at  the  following  loca¬ 
tions:  Whiting  Field,  Fla.,  96  units;  and  Green  Cove  Springs,  Fla., 
392  units.  These  items  were  added  by  the  committee.  The  Navy 
Department  requested  authorization  to  acquire  the  385  unit  Wherry 
housing  project  at  Indian  Head,  Md.  The  committee  recommends 
"that  these  acquisitions  be  authorized. 

The  Navy  presented  a  well  justified  program,  and  the  committee 
considers  that  the  authorization  requested  is  the  minimum  necessary 
to  discharge  its  mission  in  the  defense  of  the  United  States.  Such 
modifications  as  were  made  to  the  Navy  submission  are  intended  to 
improve  the  program,  and  they  result  in  a  net  increase  of  $17,988,000 
of  authorization.  It  is  well  integrated  to  the  requirements  for 
support  of  the  Navy’s  combat  forces.  Addressed  to  weapons  sys¬ 
tems  or  objectives  which  have  a  combat  readiness  connotation, 
facilities  will  support: 


Submarine  and  antisubmarine  warfare _  $55,  599,  000 

Striking  power _ _  59,  989,  000 

Guided  missiles _  28,  840,  000 

Training _  25,  095,  000 

Personnel  support _ 43,  359,  000 

Research  and  development _  62,  853,  000 

General  support  of  operating  forces _  33,  313,  000 

Emergency  construction _  10,  000,  000 


Grand  total _  319,  048,  000 
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The  committee  examined  the  program  submitted  by  the  Navy 
thoroughly,  and  interrogated  Navy  representatives  in  detail.  With 
the  modifications  outlined  above  it  is  approved  by  the  committee, 
and  consists  of  11  classes  of  facilities  as  follows: 

1.  Shipyard  facilities,  $20,506,000 

Shipyard  facilities  are  required  for  protection  of  existing  facilities, 
and  to  support  operations  of  new  type  submarines  and  large,  modem 
aircraft  carriers 

This  class  of  facilities  is  composed  of  7  line  items  at  4  Continental 
activities  and  1  line  item  at  1  overseas  location.  A  major  project 
consists  of  two  line  items  at  New  London,  Conn.,  one  of  which  will 
augment  the  berthing  facilities  at  this  submarine  base  for  the  newer 
nuclear  submarines,  and  another  designed  to  improve  communications 
and  thus  render  more  efficient  and  economical  the  control  of  subma¬ 
rines  by  the  Atlantic  Submarine  Type  Commander.  A  project  for  the 
temporary  oceanographic  research  facility  at  Cape  May,  N.  J.,  will 
guard  that  installation  against  erosion  of  the  beach  opposite  it  until  a 
permanent  station  in  a  more  protected  location  can  be  established. 

A  dredging  project  at  the  San  Francisco  Naval  Shipyard  will  permit 
the  access  by  Forrestal  class  carriers  to  dry  dock  No.  iV  at  times  other 
than  high  tide,  and  will,  in  addition,  provide  needed  berthing  space 
alongside  certain  of  the  piers  for  ships  of  this  class.  It  will  permit 
homeporting  of  one  of  these  large  carriers  at  a  west  coast  operating 
base  for  the  first  time.  A  project  for  the  Naval  Submarine  Base, 
Pearl  Harbor,  T.  H.,  will  provide  a  storage  building  for  the  storage  and 
ready  issue  of  compressed  high  energy  fuel  in  support  of  submarines 
and  submarine  and  antisubmarine  weapons. 

2.  Fleet  base  facilities,  $4,255,000 

Fleet  base  facilities  include  2  projects  required  at  2  east  coast  sta¬ 
tions  in  support  of  uniformed  personnel  and  the  fleet. 

The  first  of  these  two  projects  is  at  the  United  States  Naval  Station, 
Newport,  R.  I.  It  consists  of  two  line  items  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,709,000.  The  first  item  is  for  provision  of  a  messhall  at  a  cost  of 
$1,048,000.  It  will  replace  the  present  deteriorated  wood  structure 
which  was  built  in  World  War  II  as  a  temporary  facility.  The  second 
item  is  for  construction  of  an  enlisted  men’s  service  club,  at  a  cost  of 
$661,000,  to  accommodate  fleet  and  shore-based  personnel  on  liberty 
in  this  community  where  recreation  and  amusement  facilities  are 
limited  for  the  large  number  of  enlisted  men  involved. 

The  second  project  is  at  the  United  States  Naval  Base,  Norfolk, 
Va.,  for  dredging  an  area  in  the  Elizabeth  River  approaches  to  the 
naval  base  piers  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,546,000.  It  is  required  to 
minimize  danger  of  grounding  or  collision  when  docking  or  undocking 
large  carriers  of  the  Navy’s  striking  force. 

8.  Aviation  facilities,  $1 18,390,000 

The  aviation  shore  activities  are  required  for  training  naval  aviators, 
for  supporting  the  operating  forces,  including  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
for  research  and  development  in  the  aeronautical  field.  The  projects 
in  the  bill  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Bureau  of  Aeronautics  are 
designed  to  enable  the  Naval  Aeronautical  Shore  Establishment  to 
attain  its  mission  and  to  improve  safety  of  air  operations. 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


17 


Aviation  facilities  comprise  approximately  40  percent  of  the  Navy’s 
program  dollarwise.  This  class  includes  1 28  line  items  at  26  air  stations. 

The  aviation  facilities  are  composed  of  five  groups  of  air  stations. 
The  first  group  consists  of  17  line  items  at  3  naval  air  training  sta¬ 
tions.  These  items  provide  for  the  third  increment  in  the  development 
of  the  air  training  stations  at  Meridian,  Miss.;  for  the  construction 
of  an  outlying  field  for  the  Auxiliary  Air  Station  at  Whiting  Field, 
Fla.;  and  the  construction  of  a  barracks  for  the  maintenance  crews 
at  NAS,  Kingsville,  Tex. 

The  second  group,  the  fleet  support  air  stations,  consists  of  50  line 
items  at  11  stations.  Included  are  second  increments  and  additional 
items  for  development  of  the  master  jet  field  at  Lemoore,  Calif.; 
second  increment  and  additional  items  for  a  seaplane  facility  at 
Harvey  Point,  N.  C.;  and  line  items  including  land  acquisition  for 
the  development  of  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla. 
Projects  are  included  for  liquid  oxygen  facilities  at  4  stations,  optical 
landing  system  installations  at  3  stations,  and  a  jet  engine  main¬ 
tenance  shop  at  NAS,  Cecil  Field,  Fla. 

The  third  group  consists  of  6  line  items  at  4  Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations  and  Air  Facilities.  These  items  include  extension  of  the 
runway  and  land  acquisition  at  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Beaufort, 
S.  C.;  a  radar  air  traffic  control  center  and  supply  storehouse  at 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  N.  C.;  aircraft  parking 
aprons  for  helicopters  at  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
N.  C.,  and  Santa  Ana,  Calif.;  and  fuel  storage  facilities  at  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facilitv,  New  River,  N.  C. 

The  fourth  group  of  2  special-purpose  air  stations  includes  38  line 
items.  Projects  for  the  first  of  these  stations  will  develop  the  Naval 
Air  Facility,  John  H.  Towers  Field  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  and 
provide  nearby  facility  for  landing  practice  at  NAS  Patuxent,  Md. 
This  will  permit  flight  operations  to  be  transferred  from  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Anacostia.  Projects  for  the  second  station  continue 
development  of  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu, 
Calif.,  and  include  3  line  items  for  San  Nicolas  Island  and  5  items  for 
the  extension  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range,  operating  from  the  former 
Army  Camp  Cooke. 

The  final  aviation  facilities  group  are  17  line  items  at  6  existing  air 
stations.  The  program  includes  a  third  increment  for  facilities  at 
Roosevelt  Roads  where  guided -missile  training  for  the  Navy  operating 
forces  of  the  Atlantic  Fleet  is  to  be  carried  on.  Another  major  item 
in  the  group  provides  for  the  extension  of  a  runway  at  Naval  Air 
Station,  Guam,  in  order  to  safely  handle  jet-tvpe  aircraft.  The  other 
projects  will  continue  the  development  of  strategic  overseas  naval  air 
facilities. 

4-  Supply  facilities,  $ 5,544,000 

The  Bureau  of  Supplies  and  Accounts’  shore  facilities  provide 
worldwide  supply  support  to  the  fleet.  Supply  centers  and  depots 
replenish  warships  directly  and  through  fleet,  issue  ships  and  tankers, 
which,  in  turn,  deliver  underway  to  the  fleet  wherever  deployed  at  sea. 
Navy  materials  are  furnished  naval  installations  such  as  shipyards 
and  bases,  air  stations,  training  centers,  etc.  The  procurement, 
inventory,  and  financial  control  of  over  a  million  items  of  repair  parts 
and  consumable  supplies  is  performed  with  business  machines  located 
at  the  supply  control  offices  and  depots. 

27428— 58- — 3 
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This  group  of  projects  will  provide  a  rehabilitated  and  improved 
steam  system  for  receiving,  storing,  and  issuing  petroleum  products  to 
the  fleet  at  the  Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  R.  I.,  the  first  increment 
of  an  underground  petroleum  storage  facility  for  the  Pacific  fleet  at 
the  Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  and  the  building  alterations  to  install 
electronic  data  processing  machines  for  stock  and  inventory  control 
at  the  Naval  Supply  Centers,  Oakland,  Calif.,  and  Norfolk,  Va. 

5.  Marine  Corps  facilities  $6,495 ,000. 

The  mission  and  purpose  of  the  Marine  Corps  shore  facilities  are  to 
support  the  Marine  Corps  combat  forces  in  order  that  they  may  be 
maintained  in  readiness  to  engage  promptly  and  effectively  in  combat 
operations  with  continuing  maximum  efforts  devoted  to  cumulative 
improvements  in  readiness  at  all  levels. 

The  Marine  Corps  is  subject  to  call  on  short  notice  to  deploy  its 
forces,  ranging  in  size  from  a  few  men  to  a  division,  to  any  part  cf  the 
world  for  guard  duty,  to  quell  a  disturbance,  or  to  participate  in  full- 
scale  war.  Consequently,  the  marines  must  he  highly  trained  in  am¬ 
phibious  and  other  means  of  warfare,  and  competently  1<  d.  Constant 
training  is  necessary  to  obtain  and  retain  proficiency.  This  group  of 
projects  consists  of  11  line  items  at  6  continental  Marine  Corps  activi¬ 
ties.  Facilities  will  be  provided  for  maintenance  of  Marine  equipment 
and  support  and  training  of  personnel. 

6.  Ordnance  facilities,  $18,177,000 

The  objective  of  the  military  construction  program  of  the  Bureau 
of  Ordnance  is  to  provide  and  keep  modern  facilities  ashore  for  effec¬ 
tive  support  of  the  fleet  and  for  the  conduct  of  research,  design,  de¬ 
velopment,  limited  production,  test,  and  evaluation  materials,  com¬ 
ponents,  assemblies,  and  systems  principally  in  the  fields  of  rockets, 
missiles,  and  underwater  ordnance. 

This  program  contains  13  line  items  at  12  continental  locations. 
Seven  of  these  items  totaling  $2,661,000  or  14.6  percent  of  the  ord¬ 
nance  program  are  at  activities  doing  important  research  and  develo- 
opment  work  on  missiles;  3,  totaling  $3,356,000  or  18.5  percent  of  the 
program,  are  guided-missile  support  facilities,  2,  totaling  $1,774,000 
or  9.7  percent  of  the  program,  are  antisubmarine  weapon  support 
facilities;  1,  for  $86,000  or  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  program,  is  for 
support  of  conventional  weapons;  and  1  classified  project  for  $10,- 
300,000  or  56.7  percent  of  the  ordnance  program. 

7.  Service  school  facilities ,  $26,717,000 

The  Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel  is  responsible  for  the  procurement, 
distribution,  training,  education,  discharge,  promotion,  and  retire¬ 
ment  of  Navy  personnel,  and  for  the  processing  and  maintenance  of 
records  of  Navy  personnel. 

This  group  of  projects  consists  of  8  line  items  at  8  locations.  They 
provide  for  training  and  support  facilities.  Included  is  the  second 
increment  for  extension  of  Bancroft  Hall  at  the  Naval  Academy  to 
alleviate  the  longstanding  problem  of  the  crowded  living  conditions 
of  the  midshipmen.  Also  included  are  items  to  provide  facilities  to 
train  personnel  in  the  fields  of  nuclear  power  propulsion  and  guided 
missiles. 
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8.  Medical  facilities,  $8,503,000 

There  are  two  line  items  at  the  National  Naval  Medical  Center, 
Bethesda,  Md.  These  items  will  provide  for  replacement  of  inade¬ 
quate  or  temporary  medical  facilities,  and  new  facilities  for  radiation 
exposure  evaluation. 

9.  Communication  facilities,  $40,572,000 

The  mission  of  naval  communications  is  to  provide  required  reliable, 
secure,  rapid  communications  primarily  for  control  of  the  operating 
forces,  and  secondarily  to  facilitate  the  administration  of  the  Naval 
Establishment. 

In  the  group  of  projects  for  communications  facilities  are  one 
continental  project  and  three  overseas  projects. 

The  continental  project  at  the  United  States  Naval  Radio  Station, 
Washington  County,  Maine,  will  provide  very  low  frequency  trans¬ 
mitting  facilities  to  support  the  operation  of  submarine  forces,  surface 
iforces,  and  special  communication  functions  in  the  North  Atlantic 
'and  Arctic  areas. 

The  program  for  communications  facilities  at  overseas  activities 
consists  of  three  projects  which  will  provide  facilities  to  house  radio 
receiving  equipment  which  will  permit  vital  area  coverage  for  a 
special  ship-shore  communications  net.  Facilities  will  be  installed 
at  Asmara,  Eritrea;  Londonderry,  North  Ireland;  and  Port  Lyautey, 
Morocco.  These  projects  are  essential  to  operations  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Navy  in  the  North  Atlantic  and  Mediterranean  areas. 

10.  Office  of  Naval  Research,  $60,192,000 

Public  works  sponsored  by  the  Office  of  Naval  Research  are  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  adequate  facilities  for  conducting  scientific 
research  and  development  in  the  fields  of  nuclear  physics  and  radio 
astronomy. 

There  are  only  2  line  items  at  2  continental  locations  in  this  group. 
The  first  line  item  for  $192,000  will  provide  for  an  additional  floor  in 
the  3-story  laboratory  building  at  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory, 
District  of  Columbia,  to  provide  needed  space  to  further  research  in 
the  nuclear  field.  The  other  line  item  will  provide  facilities  for  the 
Naval  Radio  Research  Laboratory  at  Sugar  Grove,  W.  Va. 

11.  Yards  and  Docks  facilities,  $890,000 

The  shore  activities  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  (a)  receive, 
store,  and  issue  construction  materials  and  packaged  overseas  base 
utility  and  public-works  systems;  (6)  operate  and  maintain  facilities 
at  major  naval  bases;  and  (c)  supervise  construction  of  the  Navy 
and,  if  required,  the  Air  Force  public-works  program. 

This  group  of  two  line  items  will  provide  (a)  an  augmented  water- 
supply  system,  alleviating  a  critical  water  shortage  and  a  substandard 
fire-protection  system,  and  ( b )  an  additional  facility  to  correct  an 
inadequate  electric  power  system.  Both  items  are  for  the  Atlantic 
Fleet’s  Naval  Base,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba. 

The  committee  also  approved  17  amendments  to  prior  authoriza¬ 
tions  of  public  works.  It  considered  that  the  various  factors  con¬ 
tributing  to  higher  costs  in  today’s  construction  market  warrant  the 
requested  increases  in  authorization.  The  amount  approved  totals 
$15,825,000. 
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Title  III — Air  Force 

BRIEF  OF  AUTHORIZATIONS 


Inside  continental  United  States  (sec.  301) _ $536,  218,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States  (sec.  301) -  123,  654,  000 

Missiles  (sec.  302) _ _ _  287,  500,  000 

Unforeseen  construction  (sec.  3C3) _  10,  000,  000 


Subtotal _  957,  372,  000 

Air  Force  Academy  (sec.  309) _  4,  372,  000 


Total  new  authorization _  961,  744,  000 

Increased  authorization  for  prior  years’  projects  (secs.  305,  306, 

307,308) _  13,411,000 


Total  amount  of  Air  Force  authorization _  975,  155,  000 


The  Air  Force  would  be  authorized  $957,372,000  in  this  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  new  facilities  at  160  major  installations, 
of  which  109  are  inside  the  United  States  and  51  are  outside  the 
United  States.  The  bill  also  provides  facilities  at  a  number  of 
installations  and  sites,  including  operational  sites  for  strategic,  defense/4 
and  tactical  missiles,  off-base  navigational  aids,  aircraft  control  and 
warning  system  sites,  and  facilities  at  classified  locations.  In  addition, 
the  bill  provides  an  increased  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $4,372,000 
for  the  Air  Force  Academy  by  amending  Public  Law  325,  83d  Congress. 
Finally,  the  bill  provides  an  increase  of  $13,411,000  in  authorization 
in  prior  years’  laws  to  cover  the  increased  costs  of  certain  approved 
projects.  The  Air  Force  will  have  a  major  force  structure  of  117 
wings  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1958.  The  fiscal  year  1959  military 
construction  program  of  the  Air  Force  includes  the  minimum  facilities 
to  provide  an  operational  capability  to  the  forces  planned  at  end 
fiscal  year  1961. 

A  breakout  of  the  Air  Force  authorization  request  is  contained  in 
the  following  table: 


Command 

Authorized 

amount 

Percent 
of  total 

Inside  the  United  States: 

Thousands 
$66, 738 
34,  595 
28, 270 
23,  090 
13,  566 
18,  937 
7,276 
164,  298 

6.9 

Air  Materiel  Command _ _  _  _ _  _ _ _ _ _ 

3.6 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command.  _ _ _  _  .  _ 

3.0 

Air  Training  Command _ _ 

2.4 

Continental  A  ir  Command _  _ _ _  _  __  _ 

1.4 

Headquarters  Command  _ 

2.0 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _ 

.7 

17.1 

Tactical  A  ir  Command _  _ 

15, 819 
563 

1.6 

Special  facilities. .  _  _ 

.  1 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system _ _ _ 

163, 066 

17.0 

Total,  inside  the  United  States _ _ _  _ _ 

536, 218 

55.8 

Outside  the  United  States: 

Air  Materiel  Command . 

696 

.1 

A  laskan  A  ir  Command _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

26,  416 
1,540 
5, 347 
16,  671 
23,  582 
19,  952 
29, 135 
315 

2  7 

Caribbean  A  ir  Command. .  .  _  _  .  _  _  _  _  .  _ 

.2 

Military  A  ir  Transport  Service _  _  __  _ _ 

.5 

Pacific  A  ir  Forces  _  .  .. 

1.7 

Strategic  >  ir  Command---  . . . . .  _ 

2.4 

United  States  f  ir  Forces  in  Europe. . .  . .  ...  ...  .. 

2.1 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system.  ...  _ _ _ ...  .....  ... 

3.0 

Special  facilities _  _ 

.1 

Total,  outside  the  United  States.. _  _  _ 

123, 654 
287.  500 
10,000 
4,  372 

12.8 

Sec.  302:  Ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles . _ . 

Sec.  303:  Unforeseen  construction  . .  __  _  _ 

29.9 

1.0 

See.  309:  Air  Force  Academy . . . .  ..  .  . . . 

.5 

Total  new  authorization _ _ _ 

961,  744 

100.0 
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AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  provide  for  the  air  defense  of 
the  continental  United  States. 

This  program  contains  a  request  for  $66,738,000  and  provides  oper¬ 
ating  facilities  at  17  locations. 

Included  within  the  total  of  $66,738,000  is  an  amount  of  $30,881,000 
to  provide  facilities  in  support  of  Stratetic  Air  Command  heavy 
bomber  and/or  tanker  squadrons  at  9  locations,  an  amount  of  $842,000 
to  provide  support  facilities  for  SAGE  at  2  locations,  and  an  amount 
of  $520,000  to  provide  support  facilities  for  Military  Air  Transport 
Command  at  1  location. 

The  remainder  of  the  Air  Defense  Command  program,  totaling 
$34,495,000,  provides  facilities  required  to  support  the  basic  mission. 

Facilities  in  support  of  the  Air  Defense  Command  are  also  included 
in  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  for  $762,000,  the 
i\Air  Training  Command  for  $2,191,000,  the  Military  Air  Transport 
Service  for  $222,000,  the  Strategic  Air  Command  for  $6,652,000,  and 
the  Tactical  Air  Command  for  $836,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Materiel  Command  is  to  (1)  provide  ade¬ 
quate  and  efficient  systems  of  procurement,  production,  maintenance, 
and  supply  for  the  United  States  Air  Force;  (2)  provide  general  over¬ 
all  logistical  support  for  all  activities  and  agencies  for  the  United 
States  Air  Force;  (3)  train  specialized  units  for  accomplishment  of 
specified  ligistics  functions  in  overseas  areas  and  theaters;  and  (4) 
train  individuals  requiring  a  long  training  lead  time  to  fill  require¬ 
ments  of  air-depot-type  units  scheduled  for  activation  and  to  fill 
replacement  requirements.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$34,595,000  for  Air  Materiel  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
12  locations. 

Included  within  the  Air  Materiel  Command  total  program  are  fa¬ 
cilities  for  Air  Materiel  Command  depot  supply  and  maintenance 
requirements  totaling  $8,142,000.  The  SAC  mission  at  3  AMC 
locations  requires  a  total  of  $8,788,000,  and  there  are  Research  and 
^Development  requirements  at  1  AMC  location  estimated  to  cost 
$6,500,000.  The  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to 
satisfy  the  basic  Air  Materiel  mission  requirement. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  is  to 
attain  and  maintain  qualitative  superiority  by  the  following  proce¬ 
dures:  (1)  Conduct  or  supervise  scientific  and  technical  studies  re¬ 
quired  for  the  accomplishment  of  Air  Force  missions;  (2)  seek  new 
basic  knowdedge  from  which  improved  aeronautical  equipment,  ma¬ 
terial,  weapons,  and  techniques  can  be  developed;  (3)  undertake  the 
development  and  recommend  the  adoption  of  appropriate  new  and 
improved  devices  and  systems  for  the  conduct  and  support  of  air  war¬ 
fare,  including  aircraft,  missiles,  weapons,  techniques,  and  procedures 
applicable  to  Air  Force  purposes;  (4)  perform  employment  and  suit¬ 
ability  testing  of  aircraft,  guided  missiles,  navigational  aids,  compo¬ 
nents,  and  material.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $28,270,000 
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for  Research  and  Development  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
10  locations,  including  3  auxiliary  sites. 

Included  within  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command 
total  program  are  facilities  for  research,  development,  and  testing 
totaling  $5,971,000;  Air  Defense  fighter-interceptor  squadron  at  1 
base  totaling  $481,000;  Air  Defense  missile  training  at  2  bases  totaling 
$531,000;  and  a  SAC  mission  at  1  location  totaling  $3,116,000.  The 
remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to  support  the  basic 
ARDC  mission  requirement.  Facilities  in  support  of  the  Air  Re¬ 
search  and  Development  Command  are  also  included  in  the  Air 
Materiel  Command  program  in  the  amount  of  $6,500,000. 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

Under  this  heading,  authority  has  been  provided  in  the  amount  of 
$12  million  for  facilities  for  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine.  This 
item  is  dealt  with  in  more  detail  later  in  the  report.  ^ 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Training  Command  is  to  provide  flying 
training  leading  to  an  aeronautical  rating;  aircrew  training;  basic 
and  advanced  technical  training  leading  to  an  Air  Force  specialty; 
basic  military  training;  mobile  training,  and  such  other  training  as 
may  be  directed  by  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.  This  program  contains 
a  request  for  $23,090,000  for  Air  Training  Command  and  provides 
facilities  at  18  locations. 

Included  in  the  above  total  is  $16,056,000  which  provides  facilities 
for  the  basic  Air  Training  Command  mission.  Facilities  are  also 
included  to  accommodate  SAC  missions  totaling  $4,843,000,  and  an 
Air  Defense  Command  mission  for  $2,191,000. 

CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Continental  Air  Command  is  to  discharge  within 
the  continental  United  States  field  responsibilities  of  the  USAF  Chief 
of  Staff  with  respect  to  Reserve  forces  for  the  Air  Force  that  are 
assigned  to  Continental  Air  Command,  including  supervision  and  in-^ 
spection  of  Air  National  Guard;  domestic  emergencies,  and  miscel¬ 
laneous  administrative  functions;  and,  in  event  of  war  or  other  emer¬ 
gency,  to  mobilize  units  and/or  individuals  of  the  Air  Force  Reserve 
that  are  assigned  to  the  Continental  Air  Command.  This  program  con¬ 
tains  a  request  for  $13,566,000  and  provides  facilities  at  3  locations. 

Included  in  the  program  is  $1,805,000  for  facilities  at  the  School  of 
Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base;  the  second  increment  of 
phased  operational  facilities  to  support  a  SAC  mission  at  Clinton 
County  Air  Force  Base  totaling  $11,589,000  and  $172,000  for  a  heating 
plant  at  Dobbins  Air  Force  Base. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Headquarters  Command  is  to  provide  pro¬ 
ficiency  flying,  training,  housekeeping  and  support  of  United  States 
Air  Force  personnel  in  the  Washington  area.  Specifically,  this  com¬ 
mand  provides  administrative  and  logistic  support  for  the  USAF 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


23 


Headquarters  Squadron,  for  those  Air  Force  units  stationed  within 
the  Washington  area  where  inherent  organizational  structure  does 
not  permit  other  support,  and  such  other  missions  as  may  be  directed 
by  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$18,937,000  for  Headquarters  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
one  location,  primarily  to  allow  the  moving  of  combat  readiness 
training  (CRT)  activities  from  Bolling  Air  Force  Base  to  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base. 


MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  is  to  provide: 
(1)  airlift  required  in  support  of  approved  joint  war  plans;  (2)  sched¬ 
uled  airlift  for  the  Department  of  Defense  within  the  continental 
United  States,  between  the  continental  United  States  and  overseas 
areas,  and  between  and  within  overseas  areas  as  directed  by  higher 
authority;  (3)  worldwide  air  transport,  air  weather,  airways  and  air 
communications  and  air  rescue  service  systems;  (4)  flight  service 
within  the  Zone  of  Interior;  (5)  organization  and  training  of  air 
resupply  and  communications  services;  (6)  supervision  and  control 
and  maintenance  of  primary  facilities  required  for  performing  its 
assigned  mission;  and  (7)  theater  jurisdiction  in  overseas  areas  where 
MATS  units  are  stationed  but  which  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  theater  commander.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$7,276,000  for  Military  Air  Transport  Service  and  provides  facilities 
at  4  locations. 

Included  within  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  total  program 
are  facilities  for  Air  Defense  missions  costing  $222,000;  facilities  for 
United  States  Navy  Air  Transport  squadrons  at  1  base,  costing 
$626,000;  facilities  for  SAC  tanker  missions  at  2  bases,  costing 
$4,668,000.  The  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to 
satisfy  the  basic  MATS  mission  requirements. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  organize,  train,  equip,  administer, 
and  prepare  a  force  capable  of  conducting  strategic  air  operations  in 
accordance  with  directives  and  policies  issued  by  Headquarters, 
United  States  Air  Force.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $164,- 
298,000  for  the  Strategic  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
40  locations. 

Included  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  program  is  an  amount  of 
$70,929,000  to  provide  alert  capability  at  15  heavy-bomber  bases, 
and  15  medium-bomber  bases.  An  amount  of  $22,380,000  is  requested 
to  provide  additional  facilities  required  at  10  heavy  bomber  home 
bases.  Of  this  amount,  approximately  $3,400,000  is  requested  for 
facilities  necessary  to  convert  Beale  Air  Force  Base  to  a  heavy  bomber 
home  base  and  approximately  $8  million  is  included  for  airfield 
pavement  strengthening  and  replacement.  An  amount  of  $4,888,000 
is  requested  to  provide  additional  facilities  necessary  at  6  heavy 
bomber  dispersal  bases  included  in  prior  programs.  An  amount  of 
$15,552,000  contained  in  this  program  provides  for  construction  of 
the  second  increment  of  facilities  at  Richard  I.  Bong  Air  Force  Base. 
In  addition,  $11,417,000  is  provided  for  the  relocation  of  a  Strategic 
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Air  Command  tanker  squadron  on  a  joint-utilization  basis  with  the 
Navy  at  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine. 

An  amount  of  $148,000  will  provide  facilities  to  support  SAGE. 
An  amount  of  $3,799,000  is  requested  to  accommodate  redeployment 
of  air  defense  fighter  missions  at  3  bases.  In  addition,  $2,853,000  is 
included  to  provide  required  facilities  for  air  defense  missions  at 
7  Strategic  Air  Command  bases. 

The  remainder  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command  program,  amounting  to 
$32,332,000  will  provide  for  items  required  to  support  the  basic  mis¬ 
sion  throughout  the  entire  command. 

In  addition  to  the  program  specified  in  the  foregoing  paragraphs, 
facilities  to  support  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  included  within 
other  major  Zone  of  Interior  commands  as  follows: 


Air  Defense  Command _ $28,  749,  000 

Air  Materiel  Command _  15,  288,  000 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command _  3,  116,  000 

Air  Training  Command _ _  4,  843,  000 

Continental  Air  Command _  11,  589,  000 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _  4,  668,  000 

Tactical  Air  Command _  5,  677,  000 


This  authorization  requested  within  other  commands  amounts  to  a 
total  of  $73,930,000. 


TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Tactical  Air  Command  is  to  organize,  equip, 
train,  and  administer  the  forces  assigned  or  attached,  to  participate 
in  tactical  air  operations,  including  light  and  tactical  bombardment, 
day  fighter,  fighter  bomber,  tactical  missiles,  troop  carrier,  recon¬ 
naissance  and  support  units;  maintenance  of  liaison  with  Continental 
Army  Command  and  the  determination  of  the  amount  of  Tactical 
Air  Command  resources  to  allocate  for  the  training  of  Air  Force  and 
Army  personnel  and  units  in  air-ground  operations;  and  maintenance 
of  a  capability  and  development  of  plans  for  the  deployment  of 
mobile  atomic  strike  forces  for  use  in  tactical  air  operations  in  any 
area  of  the  world  independent  of  or  in  concert  with  other  land,  air, 
naval  and/or  amphibious  forces.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$15,819,000  for  Tactical  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
7  locations. 

Included  within  the  Tactical  Air  Command  total  program  are 
facilities  for  operational  and  base  support  items  totaling  $7,546,000. 
The  balance  of  the  program  provides  facilities  for  a  mission  at  2  loca¬ 
tions  for  $5,677,000  and  an  ADC  mission  at  1  base  costing  $2,596,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES  (ZONE  OF  INTERIOR) 

This  section  contains  special  facilities  of  an  operational  nature 
amounting  to  $563,000.  These  facilities  will  support  a  classified 
mission  and  they  are  to  be  constructed  at  three  locations.  Two  loca¬ 
tions  have  not  been  firmly  selected.  The  third  location,  although 
selected,  is  classified. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM,  ZONE  OF  INTERIOR 

The  aircraft  control  and  warning  svstem  is  the  ground  environment 
portion  of  the  air  defense  system.  The  aircraft  control  and  warning 
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function  is  to  detect  and  identify  all  airborne  objects,  evaluate  the 
threat,  commit  and  control  weapons  such  as  manned  interceptors 
and  missiles  for  the  destruction  of  enemy  targets.  The  Zone  of  In¬ 
terior  aircraft  control  and  warning  portion  of  this  program  totals 
$163,066,000.  This  section  consists  of  the  following  programs: 

The  first  program  will  provide  $100  million  for  the  initiation  of  an 
extensive  radar  improvement  program.  This  program  will  provide 
for  electric  power,  utilities,  radar  towers  and  real  estate  to  support 
new  and  highly  improved  radar  equipment.  This  will  improve  identi¬ 
fication  capabilities  as  well  as  decreasing  enemy  capabilities  to  effec¬ 
tively  utilize  electronic  countermeasures  against  our  radars.  The 
construction  involved  in  this  type  of  radar  improvement  consists  pri¬ 
marily  of  the  procurement  and  installation  of  enclosed  radar  towers 
and  the  provision  of  large  quantities  of  electric  power  for  operation 
of  the  newer  high-powered  radars. 

The  next  program  will  provide  $27,029,000  to  construct  SAGE 
direction  centers.  This  request  will  provide  for  five  direction  centers 
as  an  increment  toward  the  completion  of  the  total  SAGE  program. 

The  next  program  provides  $1,456,000  for  SAGE  support  type 
facilities.  Specifically,  this  item  will  construct  operational  type  facili¬ 
ties  at  four  locations,  maintenance  facilities  at  one  location,  supply 
facilities  at  3  locations,  administrative  facilities  at  4  locations,  person¬ 
nel  facilities  at  2  locations  and  utilities  at  2  locations. 

The  next  program  provides  $4,232,000  for  SAGE  communications 
facilities.  This  will  furnish  communications  receivers  at  19  locations, 
communications  transmitters  at  21  locations,  and  addition  to  the 
aircraft  control  and  warning  operational  buildings  at  21  locations. 

The  next  program  provides  $13,466,000  for  various  facilities  at 
aircraft  control  and  warning  sites  throughout  the  Zone  of  Interior. 
This  program  will  construct  5  new  manned  aircraft  control  and  warn¬ 
ing  sites  and  8  new  unmanned  automatic  radar  stations  (gap  fillers). 
In  addition,  it  provides  various  support  and  personnel  facilities  for 
existing  sites  inside  the  United  States. 

The  last  program  provides  $16,883,000  for  construction  of  the  Ah' 
Force  portion  of  a  Joint-Army-Air  Force  operated  missile  defense 
center  system  in  the  United  States.  Present  plans  call  for  a  number 
of  centers  in  this  system,  also  known  as  the  Missile  Master,  with  the 
Ah'  Force  being  the  host  at  some  centers  and  the  Army  being  the 
host  at  others.  This  request  will  provide  technical  and  support 
facilities  at  the  Air  Force  locations  and  technical  facilities  only  at  the 
Army  locations. 


AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Materiel  Command  is  to  provide  adequate 
and  efficient  systems  of  procurement,  production,  maintenance  and 
supply  for  the  United  States  Air  Force;  provide  general  overall  logis¬ 
tical  support  for  all  activities  and  agencies  of  the  United  States  Air 
Force;  train  specialized  units  for  the  accomplishment  of  specified 
logistics  functions  in  overseas  areas  and  theaters;  and,  train  indi¬ 
viduals  to  fill  requirements  of  newly  activated  air  depot  units  and  re¬ 
placement  requests. 

This  program  contains  a  request  for  $696,000  and  provides  facilities 
at  one  location. 
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ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Alaskan  Air  Command  is  to  organize  and  conduct 
the  air  defense  of  Alaska  and  provide  early  warning  to  the  United 
States  and  Canada.  This  command  supports  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand,  Military  Ah  Transport  Service,  COMALSEAFRON,  the 
United  States  Army,  and  the  northwest  route  to  the  Orient.  This 
program  contains  a  request  for  $26,416,000  for  the  Alaskan  Ah 
Command  and  provides  facilities  at  3  bases  and  7  various  locations. 

Included  within  the  Alaskan  Ah  Command  total  program  are 
facilities  at  6  locations  totaling  $12,503,000  for  ground  control  intercept 
radar  stations  related  to  the  western  extension  of  DEW  line  and  the 
air  defense  system;  Air  Force  security  service  mission  at  2  locations 
totaling  $13,193,000;  the  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of 
items  totaling  $720,000  to  satisfy  the  basic  mission  requhement. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Caribbean  Air  Command  is  to  provide  supervi¬ 
sion,  guidance,  and  administrative  control  of  the  USAF  missions  in 
Latin  America;  provide  supervision,  guidance,  and  administrative  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Air  Force  phase  of  the  mutual  defense  assistance  program 
(MDAP)  for  Latin  American  countries;  conduct  a  USAF  school  for 
Latin  America;  provide  logistic  support  for  ah  attaches  and  USAF 
missions  in  Latin  America;  provide  airlift  within  Latin  America  for 
the  inter-American  geodetic  survey  team  and  provide  administrative 
control  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  Section,  Joint  Brazil-United 
States  Military  Commission.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$1,540,000  for  the  Caribbean  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities 
at  one  base. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  is  to  provide 
aircraft  required  in  support  of  approved  joint  war  plans;  scheduled 
airlifts  for  the  Department  of  Defense  between  the  continental  United 
States  and  overseas  areas;  between  and  within  overseas  areas;  world¬ 
wide  air  transport;  air  weather;  airways  and  air  communications;  air 
rescue  service  systems;  and  organization  and  training  of  ah  resupply 
and  communications  service  and  all  elements  thereof.  This  program 
contains  a  request  for  $5,347,000  for  the  Military  Air  Transport 
Service  and  provides  facilities  at  three  various  locations. 

Included  within  the  Military  Ah  Transport  Service  program  are 
facilities  for  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  to  satisfy  the  basic 
mission  requirements  totaling  $4,507,000  at  3  locations,  and  facilities 
in  support  of  the  SAC  mission  totaling  $840,000  at  these  same  3 
locations. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

The  mission  of  the  Pacific  Air  Forces  is  to  conduct  tactical  air 
operations,  the  air  defense  of  Japan,  Ryukyus,  Mariannas,  Hawaii, 
and  the  United  States  installations  in  the  Philippines;  provide  ah 
transportation  for  combat  troops,  other  personnel  and  supplies  in  the 
Pacific  and  Far  East  areas;  and,  to  provide  logistic  support  to  PACAF 
and  SAC  forces.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $16,671,000 
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for  the  Pacific  Air  Forces  and  provides  facilities  at  2  bases  and  11 
various  locations. 

The  Pacific  Air  Forces  program  includes  facilities  for  a  classified 
operational  mission  at  2  locations  totaling  $7,050,000,  a  mobile  radio 
squadron  at  1  classified  location  for  $857,000  and  a  fighter  mission  at 

1  location  for  $203,000;  1  project  for  $116,000  in  support  of  the  SAC 
mission;  $839,000  in  support  of  overseas  Military  Air  Transport 
Service  at  1  location.  The  remainder  of  the  program  totaling  $7,606,- 
000  is  composed  of  items  to  meet  the  basic  Pacific  Air  Forces  mission 
requirements. 

Included  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  facilities  for  $343,000  at 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  in  support  of  fighter  interceptor 
aircraft  at  this  base. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  organize,  train,  equip,  admin¬ 
ister,  and  prepare  a  force  capable  of  conducting  strategic  air  operations 
in  accordance  with  directives  and  policies  issued  by  Headquarters, 
United  States  Air  Force.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$23,582,000  for  the  Strategic  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 

2  Air  Force  bases  and  8  various  locations  located  in  Great  Britain, 
Greenland,  Guam,  Morocco,  Newfoundland,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Spain. 

Included  within  Strategic  Air  Command  program  are  facilities 
to  support  MATS  operations  totaling  $342,000  and  at  3  locations 
projects  for  support  of  tenant  fighter  interceptor  aircraft  totaling 
$1,073,000,  broken  down  as  follows:  $343,000  Pacific  Air  Forces  and 
$221,000  Air  Defense  Command  overseas.  The  remainder  of  the 
program  is  composed  of  items  to  satisfy  the  basic  SAC  mission  require¬ 
ments.  In  addition  to  the  program  outlined  above,  facilities  to 
support  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  included  within  the  MATS 
overseas  program  in  the  amount  of  $840,000  and  Pacific  Air  Forces  in 
the  amount  of  $116,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

The  mission  of  the  United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe  is  to  support 
the  Supreme  Allied  Commander,  Europe;  United  States  Commander 
in  Chief,  Europe,  and  the  other  component  commanders  under 
USCINCEUR  in  their  assigned  missions;  to  fulfill  responsibilities 
assigned  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  areas  not  included  in  either  the 
NATO  or  USCINCEUR’s  area  of  responsibility,  and  to  support  com¬ 
manders  operating  directly  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  This 
program  contains  a  request  for  $19,952,000  for  United  States  Air 
Forces  in  Europe  and  provides  facilities  at  30  locations. 

Included  in  the  program  are  facilities  to  support  aircraft  control  and 
warning  activities  at  4  locations  totaling  $672,000;  mobile  radio  squad¬ 
rons  at  3  locations  totaling  $5,101,000;  6  locations  for  ammunition 
storage  and  rocket  assembly  totaling  $2,298,000;  fighter  aircraft  at 
6  locations  totaling  $3,870,000;  fighter  bomber  aircraft  at  5  bases 
totaling  $544,000;  troop  carrier  aircraft  at  one  location  totaling  $964,- 
000;  tactical  reconnaissance  aircraft  at  1  location  totaling  $232,000; 
facilities  at  3  bases  totaling  $2,822,000  in  support  of  tactical  guided 
missiles;  and,  medical  facilities  at  2  locations  totaling  $682,000;  also 
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included  are  250  family  units  at  2  locations.  The  remainder  of  the 
program,  totaling  $2,767,000,  is  composed  of  items  to  satisfy  the  basic 
USAFE  mission  requirement. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM  OVERSEAS 

The  overseas  aircraft  control  and  warning  portion  of  this  program 
totals  $29,135,000.  Of  this,  $25,000,000  is  for  the  eastward  extension 
of  the  DEW  line  and  $4,135,000  is  for  electric  power,  heated  auto 
storage,  dormitories,  and  utilities  at  various  aircraft  control  and 
warning  sites. 


SPECIAL  FACILITIES - VARIOUS  LOCATIONS 

This  section  covers  special  facilities  at  various  overseas  locations 
totaling  $315,000  for  4  classified  projects  at  4  locations. 

The  requirement  for  each  facility  is  dictated  by  the  progress  of 
technical  developments  pertinent  to  the  accomplishment  of  the 
mission. 

RATIO  OF  CONSTRUCTION  IN  OVERSEAS  AREAS 

Of  the  $123  million  shown  for  outside  the  United  States,  $31,189,000 
are  in  United  States  Territories  and  possessions,  and  $48,881,000  are 
for  projects  on  the  North  American  Continent  which  directly  contrib¬ 
ute  to  continental  defense.  This  leaves  only  $43,584,000  or  less  than 
5  percent  of  the  total  program  for  projects  in  what  we  would  term 
“foreign”  countries.  This  annually  decreasing  ratio  of  foreign  con¬ 
struction  in  the  Air  Force  program  is  in  line  with  the  progress  being 
made  to  improve  the  intercontinental  strike  capability  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  and  the  increased  contributions  of  their  self-defense  by 
our  allies. 


Category  distribution  of  Air  Force  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authorization 


Total 

(thousands) 

Percent  of 
total 

Operational  and  training _ _  _ 

$238, 079 
63, 680 

24.9 

Maintenance  and  production _  _  _  _ _ 

6.6 

Research,  development,  and  test . - . - _  .  ... 

12,  471 
37, 347 
18, 593 

1.3 

Supply  ...  _ ...1 _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

3.9 

Hospital  and  medical .  ..  . .  ..  .....  .. 

1.9 

Administrative .  .  ...  . . . 

4, 495 

.5 

Housing  and  community..  . . . . . . . . .  ... 

62, 007 

6.5 

Utilities  and  ground  improvements . 

Real  estate _ _ _ _  _ 

78, 486 
1,341 
685 
440, 188 

8.2 
.  1 

Real  estate  improvements... . . . 

Various  1 _ _ _ _ 

.1 

46.0 

Total . . . 

957, 372 

100.0 

1  This  item  consists  principally  of  ballistics,  strategic,  and  defense  missile  facilities;  radar  improvements 
and  the  new  radar-gap  filler  sites;  DEW  line;  authorization  for  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine  at  Brooks 
AFB,  Tex.,  and  authorization  for  unforeseen  construction. 


BALLISTIC,  STRATEGIC,  AND  DEFENSE  MISSILES 

The  Air  Force  program  provides  a  total  of  $287,500,000  for  facilities 
for  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles.  This  amount  includes 
authorization  for  construction  of  operational  Atlas  facilities  at  one 
additional  location,  not  yet  firmly  selected,  and  support  facilities  for 
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both  the  previously  programed  and  the  new  Atlas  site.  It  also  in¬ 
cludes  authorization  for  the  construction  of  hardened  facilities  for  the 
Titan  ICBM.  In  addition,  the  fiscal  year  1959  program  provides  for 
construction  of  operational  facilities  for  the  intermediate  range  ballistic 
missile  at  oveseas  locations  and  for  test  and  training  facilities  for 
both  the  ICBM  and  the  IRBM  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base.  This 
package  also  contains  facilities  for  the  Hounddog  and  the  Quail  air- 
to-surface  missiles  carried  by  Strategic  Air  Command  bombers  to 
provide  them  with  greater  penetration  capability.  The  package  also 
provides  facilities  in  the  United  States  for  the  Goose  which  is  a  surface- 
to-surface  air-breathing  missile  with  an  intercontinental  range.  Fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  Goose  missile  also  were  authorized  in  fiscal  year  1958. 
The  Air  Force  program  also  contains  authorization  for  facilities  for 
the  Bomarc  missile.  Construction  of  facilities  for  this  missile  was 
initiated  in  the  fiscal  year  1958  construction  program  at  4  locations. 
This  fiscal  year  1959  request  will  add  facilities  at  10  additional  lo¬ 
cations. 

AIR  FORCE  ACADEMY 

Section  309  of  the  bill  amends  Public  Law  325,  83d  Congress,  to 
provide  for  an  increase  of  $4,372,000  in  construction  authorized  for 
the  Air  Force  Academy  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo.  The  items  to 
be  constructed  with  this  increased  authorization  consist  of  roadway 
facilities,  erosion  control  and  landscaping,  and  diesel  fuel  storage. 

At  the  present  time  construction  of  the  permanent  Academy  is 
69  percent  complete.  Of  the  $122,234,548  under  contract  $78,049,000 
worth  of  work  is  in  place.  The  total  amount  authorized  and  funded 
to  date  is  approximately  $135.5  million. 

REAL  ESTATE 

The  Air  Force  seeks  authorization  in  this  program  to  acquire 
various  identified  interests  in  4,491  acres  of  land,  all  inside  the  United 
States,  at  a  cost  of  $1,341,000.  These  land  interests  are  required 
primarily  to  extend  runways  at  existing  installations;  to  develop 
facilities  for  the  guided  missile  programs;  to  establish  clearances 
for  flight  safety  in  runway  approach  zones;  to  provide  safety  clearances 
for  weapons  storage  facilities;  and  to  expand  operational  and  support 
facilities.  In  addition,  certain  real-estate  interests,  not  yet  firmly 
delineated,  will  be  acquired  under  the  authorizations  requested  for 
the  missile  programs.  No  withdrawals  from  the  public  domain  are 
requested.  The  following  table  summarizes  the  identified  land  items 
in  the  program: 


Land,  interests  in  Air  Force,  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authorization 


Interest 

Acres 

Cost 

Fee  purchase . ________ . .  ...  . . 

1,  555 
1,680 
1,017 
239 

$1, 163. 000 
8,000 
74, 000 
96,  000 

Restrictive  easement _ _  _  _  _____  _  - 

Clearance  easement. _ _  _ _ _ _ _  ..  ...  _ 

Right-of-way  easement _  _  _ 

Total..  .  ..  ...  ...  _  ..  ....  ...  ..  _  _  .. 

4,491 

1, 341, 000 
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DISPOSAL  OP  REAL  PROPERTY 

The  Air  Force  is  continuing  its  policy  to  acquire  only  that  land 
needed  for  present  and  immediately  foreseeable  operations  and  to 
relinquish  lands  for  which  continued  requirements  are  not  foreseen. 
During  calendar  year  1957,  the  Air  Force  issued  directives  to  dispose 
of  1,165,060  acres  of  land  and  253,333  square  feet  of  space  in  buildings 
in  the  United  States.  A  summation  of  disposals  by  type  follows: 
(1)  Land  returned  to  public  domain,  29,606  acres.  (2)  Government- 
owned  land,  with  improvements,  2,262  acres.  This  land  will  be 
returned  to  the  tax  rolls,  resulting  in  increased  revenue  for  the  com¬ 
munities  concerned.  Further,  the  sale  of  this  property  results  in 
certain  moneys  being  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
(3)  Leases  canceled,  17,389  acres  of  land,  and  253,333  square  feet  of 
space  in  buildings.  Cancellation  of  these  leases  results  in  reductions 
of  $689,152  per  annum  in  lease  costs,  as  well  as  considerable  reductions 
in  annual  maintenance  costs.  (4)  Lesser  interests,  such  as  easements 
and  permits,  which  were  canceled  or  otherwise  disposed  of  totaled 
1,115,803  acres. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

Family  housing  for  Air  Force  personnel  remains  one  of  the  most 
important  personnel  facilities  and  bears  directly  upon  the  operating 
effectiveness,  morale,  reenlistment  rates,  and  the  cost  of  training 
replacements  in  terms  of  time,  manpower,  and  money, 
f  The  Air  Force  is  making  steady  progress  in  providing  housing  for 
officers  and  upper  grade  airmen,  particularly  by  means  of  the  title 
VIII  program  of  the  National  Housing  Act.  Of  the  current  active 
title  VIII  program  for  52,622  units,  as  of  May  1,  1958,  2,706  units  at 
5  locations  have  been  completed,  18,232  units  are  under  construction 
at  27  locations.  The  balance  of  31,684  units  are  in  various  steps  of 
planning,  approval,  and  design. 

There  are  certain  features  of  the  Air  Force  family  housing  program 
which  differ  somewhat  from  the  practices  in  previous  years.  Fh-st,  in 
compliance  with  the  intent  of  Congress  as  indicated  in  section  401  of 
Public  Law  85-241,  August  20,  1957  (fiscal  year  1958  Military  Con¬ 
struction  Authorization  Act),  there  are  no  new  dollar  authorizations 
requested  for  the  housing  projects  which  are  to  be  constructed  with 
appropriated  funds.  Instead,  unused  family  housing  dollar  authori¬ 
zations  from  prior  years  will  be  utilized  to  construct  the  family 
housing  projects  which  are  specifically  requested  in  title  III  of  this 
bill.  This  practice  is  followed,  of  course  by  the  Army  and  Navy  also. 

Second,  the  Air  Force  is  taking  action  to  rehabilitate  those  public 
quarters  determined  to  be  and  declared  inadequate  in  accordance 
with  section  407  of  Public  Law  85-241.  Under  the  law,  such  quarters 
must  be  improved  to  standards  of  adequacy  to  qualify  as  public  qarters 
with  forfeiture  of  quarters  allowances,  or  be  taken  out  of  the  housing 
inventory  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  July-1,  1960.  The  first  incre¬ 
ment  of  this  program  is  scheduled  to  be  financed  in  fiscal  year  1959. 

Third,  authorizations  to  construct  housing  projects  specifically 
by  locations  and  numbers  of  units  under  the  title  VIII  and  surplus 
commodity  programs  and  to  acquire  Wherry  housing  projects  are 
requested  in  this  bill  in  compliance  with  section  406  of  Public  Law 
85-241. 
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UNFORSEEN  CONSTRUCTION 

Ten  million  dollars  of  authorization  is  requested  in  this  bill  for 
construction  of  unforseen  projects,  without  identification  to  specific 
construction  items  or  locations.  This  authorization  will  provide  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  authority  to  construct  urgently  required 
facilities  for  which  requirements  are  not  now  known  or  firm  but  which 
must  be  initiated  prior  to  the  next  military  construction  authorization 
act. 

Changing  international  conditions  and  operational  concepts,  changes 
in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  and  new  or  unforeseen  research  and  development  re¬ 
quirements  often  create  new  and  additional  facility  requirements  on 
which  construction  must  be  initiated  promptly  and  provided  in  short 
periods  of  time  in  order  that  the  weapons  and  systems  may  be  effec¬ 
tively  utilized  at  the  earliest  possible  dates  or  by  specified  requirement 
dates.  With  present  rapidly  advancing  enemy  capabilities  and 
United  States  technology,  it  is  imperative  that  construction  be  pro¬ 
vided  where  needed  to  support  the  introduction  of  new  developments 
in  weapons  systems  and  operational  concepts.  For  the  same  reason, 
it  is  not  always  possible  to  accurately  and  fully  foresee  all  such  require¬ 
ments  in  time  to  include  them  in  the  normal  annual  military  construc¬ 
tion  program  which  would  eliminate  the  need  for  emergency  actions 
to  produce  the  facilities  by  the  time  required. 

Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress  (fiscal  year  1957  program)  pro¬ 
vided  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  $50  million  of  this  type  of 
emergency  construction  authorization.  Approximately  $44  million  of 
this  authorization  has  been  utilized  and  the  Armed  Services*  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress  so  notified,  and  an  additional  $4  million  is  in 
various  stages  of  processing  for  initiation  of  construction  in  fiscal 
year  1958.  In  view  of  recent  developments  and  the  continuing  accel¬ 
eration  of  defense  programs,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  balance  of  the 
Air  Force  available  authorization  for  unforeseen  construction  will  be 
fully  utilized  prior  to  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1958. 

Based  upon  the  level  of  actual  and  planned  use  of  unforeseen  con¬ 
struction  authorization  in  fiscal  year  1958,  a  minimum  of  $10  million 
in  new  authorization  is  required  in  fiscal  year  1958  to  allow  the  Air 
Force  to  proceed  with  urgent  construction  which  must  be  initiated 
prior  to  the  time  that  the  regular  fiscal  year  1960  military  construc¬ 
tion  program  will  be  enacted  into  law. 

Title  IV 

This  title  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  or 
develop  installations  or  facilities  for  advanced  research  projects.  In 
connection  with  the  exercise  of  this  authority,  the  Secretary  is  author¬ 
ized  to  acquire  or  construct  facilities,  acquire  land,  prepare  sites,  and 
engage  in  other  similar  activities.  The  title  authorizes  $50  million 
for  these  purposes.  The  committee  inserted  language  which  requires 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and 
to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  semiannually  with 
respect  to  the  exercise  of  this  authority. 
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ADVANCED  RESEARCH  PROJECTS  AGENCY 


On  February  7,  1958,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  issued  a  directive 
which  gives  to  the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  planning  and  directing  advanced  research  projects  involving 
space  science  and  technology,  ballistic  missile  defense  and  other 
advanced  research  and  development  as  assigned  from  time  to  time 
by  the  Secretary. 

The  Advanced.  Research  Projects  Agency  was  organized  to  provide 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  expedited  and  forward-looking  research 
programs  which  in  the  past  have  been  retarded  by  the  necessity  for 
a  formal  military  requirement.  The  organization  of  the  Agency  is  in 
recognition  of  the  importance  of  pushing  advanced  research  which 
may  have  military  applications  even  before  it  is  known  whether  the 
results  will  be  fruitful  and  how  any  results  achieved  may  be  used. 

By  utilizing  existing  facilities  of  the  military  departments,  other 
Government  agencies,  universities,  and  industry,  it  is  believed  that 
the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  can  effectively  carry  out  its 
responsibilities  with  a  small  staff  of  about  20  staff  assistants,  together 
with  the  necessary  clerical  and  stenographic  support.  In  addition, 
arrangements  have  been  made  for  the  Institute  for  Defense  Analyses 
to  provide  scientific  and  technical  assistance  with  about  25  scientists. 
In  the  future  it  is  anticipated  additional  contracts  with  universities 
and  industry  for  studies  and  management-type  activities. 

The  committee  was  informed  that  it  is  not  intended  to  expand  to 
a  large  organization  that  will  require  extensive  laboratories,  although 
there  probably  will  be  some  modifications  to  existing  facility  complexes 
to  keep  from  impairing  effort  which  must  be  directed  to  more  imme¬ 
diate  development  of  weapons  systems.  The  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  will  work  closely,  in  fact  already  is,  with  other 
elements  of  the  Federal  Government  that  are  concerned  with  science 
and  its  application  to  national  security.  The  Agency  is  working  closely 
with  other  elements  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  with  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences,  the  National  Science  Foundation,  and  the 
National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aeronautics,  which,  under  the 
President’s  plan,  will  become  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Agency. 

While  present  plans  do  not  contemplate  construction  of  Advanced 
Research  Projects  Agency  laboratories,  need  is  foreseen  for  special- 
purpose  facilities  to  prove  out  radically  new  concepts.  In  fact, 
approximately  one-half  of  the  authorization  being  requested  is  for  a 
single  classified  project  of  this  type  of  the  highest  priority. 

FORMULATION  OF  THE  PROGRAM 


There  are  set  out  above  what  the  committee  considers  all  of  the 
basic  facts  and  figures  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  construction 
programs  for  fiscal  year  1959.  Bare  statistics,  however,  tell  only 
what  the  program  is.  For  the  kind  of  understanding  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  feels  it  is  obligated  to  convey  to  the  House,  it  is  necessary  also 
to  know  the  how  and  the  why. 


Review  procedure 

Every  construction  program  presented  to  the  Congress  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  is,  in  the  first  instance,  based  on  requirements. 
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There  are  differences  of  opinion  as  to  what  the  requirements  are,  and 
it  is  these  differences  of  opinion  and  approach  that  make  the  program 
when  presented  to  the  Congress  the  combined  thinking  of  the  best 
military  and  civilian  minds  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 

First  step 

The  first  step  in  the  formulation  of  a  military  construction  program 
is  to  obtain  from  the  field  offices  of  the  military  departments  the  needs 
of  the  individual  military  establishments  within  the  geographical  or 
other  jurisdiction  of  each  of  the  field  offices.  These  requests  are  con¬ 
sidered,  in  most  instances,  by  the  next  echelon,  or  echelons,  of  field 
officers  prior  to  their  submission  to  the  department  concerned. 

Second  step 

The  next  step  is  consideration  within  the  Department  itself.  Here 
again  the  program  goes  through  several  processes  of  review,  until  final 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  military  department.  Each  of  the 
Secretaries  then  submits  his  recommendations  to  the  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  (Properties  and  Installations).  The  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary’s  Office  is  a  relatively  small  one,  but  staffed  with  experts  in 
military  construction  and  in  fields  allied  to  it.  As  the  committee  has 
stated  in  previous  years,  in  this  office,  with  a  singleness  of  purpose  that 
has  been  most  encouraging  to  the  committee,  all  of  the  programs  are 
reviewed,  coordinated,  and  assembled  into  a  single  program  reflecting 
the  overall  construction  needs  of  all  of  the  military  departments. 

Original  program 

As  originally  received  in  the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Defense  (Properties  and  Installations),  the  service  requests  for  this 
year’s  construction  program  contained  in  excess  of  2,800  line  items. 
As  indicated  above,  these  requests  had  been  previously  screened  by 
appropriate  divisions  of  the  military  departments.  As  a  result  of  this 
detailed  review,  many  items  were  eliminated  or  reduced  in  scope  or 
cost.  The  original  total  dollars  requested  was  $2,24S  million.  The 
sum  recommended  in  the  present  bill  is  $1,658,491,000.  (This  figure 
does  not  include  title  VI  (Reserve  components).) 

Personal  equation 

The  value  of  any  construction  program  is  in  direct  ratio  to  the 
amount  of  planning,  thought,  and  review  that  is  put  into  it.  These 
factors,  in  turn,  are  dependent  for  their  worth  upon  the  individuals 
with  the  responsibility  for  formulating  and  reviewing  the  program. 
The  committee  is  convinced  that  there  has  been  great  improvement 
over  the  past  few  years  in  all  of  these  aspects  of  the  formulation  of 
the  military  construction  programs.  The  Department  of  Defense 
and  its  militant  departments  have,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
engendered  a  confidence  in  this  respect  that  is  now  deserved. 

W  itnesses 

Witnesses  from  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  from 
each  of  the  military  departments,  were  questioned  most  closely  with 
respect  to  the  foregoing  matters,  and  the  committee  received  an 
assurance,  which  by  the  end  of  the  hearings  it  accepted  completely, 
that  every  item  in  the  bill  as  presented  had  received  the  closest 
scrutiny  and  consideration  during  every  step  toward  its  final  sub¬ 
mission  to  the  Congress. 

2742S — 58 - 5 
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NEW  BASES 

There  are  no  new  bases,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  term,  authorized 
by  this  bill.  There  are  several  aircraft  control  and  warning  installa¬ 
tions  throughout  the  United  States  for  which  authority  is  provided 
in  the  bill.  There  are  also  some  other  installations  which  contemplate 
new  and  different  activities  but  which  are  located  immediately  ad¬ 
jacent  or  close  to  existing  bases  and  will  receive  their  support  from 
these  existing  bases. 

REAL  ESTATE 


The  real  property  under  military  control  includes  property  owned, 
leased,  used  bv  permit,  easement,  and  various  occupancy  rights 
(foreign  base  agreements).  As  of  June  30,  1957,  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  controlled  approximately  35  million  acres  of  land  throughout 
the  world.  This  land,  together  with  the  improvements,  had  an 
original  cost  to  the  United  States  of  $24.8  billion. 

The  real  estate  under  military  control  may  be  grouped  as  follows: 
27.3  million  acres  in  the  United  States,  together  with  improvements 
thereon,  having  an  original  cost  of  $19.5  billion;  5  million  acres 
in  the  Territories  and  possessions,  together  with  the  improvements 
thereon,  having  an  original  cost  of  $2.6  billion;  and  2.7  million  acres 
in  foreign  countries  together  with  the  improvements  thereon  having 
an  original  cost  of  $2.7  billion. 

The  real  property  acreage  under  military  control  in  the  United 
States  consists  of  the  following: 

Acres 


Fee-owned _ 

Public  domain. 
Temporary  use 

Leased _ 

Easements _ 


7,  669,  150 
15,  067,  168 
2,  824,  670 
1,  722,  558 
67,  408 


Total _ _ _  27,350,954 

Public  domain 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  over  half  of  the  land  under 
military  control  is  public  domain  land  that  has  never  been  on  the  tax 
rolls.  Only  7,669,1 50  acres  of  land  under  military  control  have  been 
removed  from  the  tax  rolls  in  the  United  States. 

Percentage  o  f  land  area  of  United  States 

The  27.3  million  acres  under  military  control  in  the  United  States  is 
approximately  1.4  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the  United  States. 
The  United  States  Government  owns  408.5  million  acres  of  land  in  the 
United  States  or  21.5  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the  United 
States. 

Disposal 

The  Department  of  Defense,  the  committee  was  pleased  to  hear,  is 
continuing  its  efforts  to  dispose  of  the  maximum  practicable  amount 
of  real  property,  and  during  the  period  August  27,  1955,  to  April  1, 
1958,  a  total  of  469  installations,  or  portions  thereof,  consisting  of 
1,841,076  acres  of  land,  representing  an  acquisition  cost  of 
$707,910,000,  were  determined  to  be  excess  within  the  meaning  of 
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the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended.  Altogether,  the  property  so  determined,  and  that  which 
currently  is  being  examined  within  the  Department  of  Defense  con¬ 
sists  of  6,077,501  acres  of  land  on  717  separate  installations,  which 
represents  an  acquisition  cost  of  $1,756,932,000. 

Need  for  additional  lands 

New  weapons  systems  continue  to  be  the  principal  user  of  additional 
acreage  being  added  to  our  inventory.  However,  the  use  of  existing 
bases  for  such  sites,  wherever  available,  and  the  use  of  existing  bases 
for  support  facilities  kept  new  acquisition  to  a  minimum  and  reduced 
the  cost  of  constructing  support  facilities.  Some  examples  of  this 
practice  which  came  to  the  committee’s  attention  are  the  use  of  Camp 
Cooke,  Calif.,  as  a  joint  missile  facility  and  the  use  of  Francis  E. 
Warren  Air  Force  Base  in  Wyoming  as  a  support  location  for  an 
ICBM  site. 

A  summary  of  the  real  estate  acquisitions  proposed  in  titles  I,  II, 
I  and  III  of  the  bill  is  shown  in  the  following  tabulation : 


[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 


Fee 

acquisition 

(acres) 

Fee  cost 

Easement 

acquisition 

(acres) 

Easement 

cost 

Total  cost 

Army _ 

3, 952  89 

1, 337  00 
2, 078.  41 

$5, 957. 0 
2, 008  0 

1, 362. 5 

7, 845. 00 
399, 00 
3, 400  49 

$4, 290. 0 
164  0 
289.3 

10,247.0 
2, 172  0 
1,651.8 

Air  Force  1 _ 

Total.. . 

7, 368.  30 

9, 327. 5 

11,644. 49 

4, 743  3 

14, 070. 8 

1  Land  in  addition  to  that  shown  above  will  be  required  for  aircraft  control  and  warning,  ballistic  missiles, 
and  strategic  missiles  at  various  locations  where  the  exact  acreage  and  cost  have  not  yet  been  established. 


FAMILY  HOUSING 

Magnitude  of  need 

Currently,  there  are  679,000  officers  and  upper  grade  enlisted  men 
who  require  family  housing.  To  meet  this  need,  there  are  in  being  or 
planned  a  total  515,000  adequate  housing  units;  173,000  private  units, 
283,000  military  controlled  units  in  being  or  under  construction,  and 
59,000  units  planned  for  construction  under  various  programs.  Thus 
the  projected  deficit  is  on  the  order  of  164,000  units.  A  summary  of 
requirements  versus  assets  is  set  forth  below. 


Military  family  hausing  requirements  and  assets 


Total 

Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Gross  requirements _ 

678,  500 

246, 400 

i  167,  500 

264, 600 

Assets  (existing  and  under  contract) _ 

Military  controlled _ _ _ 

455, 800 

154, 300 

119,250 

182,  250 

282, 800 
173, 000 

110, 300 
44, 000 

68, 250 
51, 000 

104, 250 
78, 000 

Community  support _ 

Current  deficit _  _ 

222,  700 

92, 100 

48, 250 

82, 350 

Planned  construction  (military) _  _ 

58,  600 
164, 100 

12, 200 
79,  900 

8,  550 
39,  700 

37, 850 
44,500 

Projected  deficit _ _ 

1  Shore-based  personnel  only. 
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The  committee  wishes  to  point  out  that  the  164,000  deficit  figure 
does  not  represent  a  programing  target.  As  a  matter  of  caution  the 
Departments  never  provide  for  more  than  90  percent  of  gross  require¬ 
ments,  so  that  a  minimum  of  68,000  units  should  be  subtracted  to  allow 
for  this  10-percent  safety  factor.  Furthermore,  overall  gross  require¬ 
ments  are  expected  to  drop  by  about  20,000  units  by  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1959.  Unfulfilled  requirement  for  programing  in  fiscal  year  1960 
and  later  years  will  therefore  be  on  the  order  of  70,000  units,  worldwide. 

Need  for  housing  line  items 

Section  406  of  Public  Law  241 , 85th  Congress,  provided  that  effective 
July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  project  could  be  placed  under  contract 
unless  the  actual  number  of  units  involved  had  been  specifically 
authorized  by  the  annual  military  construction  authorization  bill. 
Therefore,  there  have  been  included  in  this  year’s  bill  for  the  first 
time,  line  items  for  family  housing  to  be  developed  under  the  Capehart 
and  surplus  commodity  programs  and  to  be  acquired  permissively 
under  the  Wherry  acquisition  program.  A  summary  of  the  family 
housing  authorizations  proposed  in  this  bill  is  set  forth  below.  The 
935  appropriated  fund  units  consist  of  158  Army  units  and  777  Air 
Force  units,  mostly  at  foreign  locations  where  there  is  no  possibility 
for  surplus  commodity  programs. 


Number  units 
Capehart 

In  bill 

Number  units 
surplus 
commodity 
in  bill 

Number  units 
MCA  in  bill 

Total 

9, 916 

934 

158 

11, 008 
8, 851 
34, 045 

8,308 
28, 072 

543 

0 

5, 196 

777 

Total _ 

46, 296 

6, 673 

935 

53,904 

In  addition  to  the  above,  title  I  (Army)  contains  authority  for  the 
acquisition  of  796  permissive  Wherry  units,  title  II  (Navy)  contains 
similar  authority  for  873  units,  and  title  III  (Air  Force),  authority 
for  9,374  units. 

CONSTRUCTION  CONTRACTS  BY  BID 

Except  under  unusual  circumstances,  all  construction  contracts  are 
being  awarded  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible 
bidder,  and  during  the  6-month  period  ending  December  31,  1957, 
94  percent  of  all  work  placed  under  contract  was  handled  in  this 
manner.  Every  effort  is  being  made  to  continue  the  practices  of 
advertising  for  bids  on  the  open  market.  Reports  on  this  important 
aspect  of  contracting  activity  will  continue  to  be  made  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  semiannually,  as  required  by  section  505  of 
Public  Law  241,  85tb  Congress.  Placement  of  contracts  by  negotia¬ 
tion  will  be  utilized  only  where  such  procurement  is  clearly  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense. 

COMMITTEE  CHANGES  IN  THE  BILL 

H.  R.  13015  is,  of  course,  a  clean  bill.  During  the  consideration  of 
the  original  bill,  H.  R.  12360,  the  committee  made  some  115  amend¬ 
ments  to  it.  Some  of  the  amendments  represented  a  large  number  of 
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internal  changes  within  the  item  which  was  amended.  In  one  instance 
in  a  classified  portion  of  the  bill,  a  single  amendment  in  the  money 
figure  actually  represented  22  internal  changes  in  that  section.  There¬ 
fore,  the  115  amendments  made  to  the  original  bill  represents  only 
those  changes  which  were  obvious  on  the  face  of  the  bill  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  committee’s  deliberations. 

A  few  of  the  changes  in  the  bill  were  made  at  the  specific  request  of 
the  departments.  A  typical  example  of  this  is  the  addition  in  the  Air 
Force  title  of  an  item  designated  as  the  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station, 
Maine.  In  this  instance,  the  Air  Force  will  occupy,  jointly  with  the 
Navy,  this  installation  and  will  require  additional  facilities  for  the 
naval  function. 

In  other  instances,  items  were  added  by  the  committee,  and  it  is 
desired  to  point  these  instances  out  specifically.  The  first  of  these  is: 

Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz. 

The  committee  added  $5,500,000  at  Fort  Huachuca  to  complete  a 
technical  building  at  this  installation.  The  first  increment  of  this 
building  is  scheduled  for  completion  in  September  of  this  year.  The 
second  and  last  increment  inserted  by  the  committee  was  proposed  for 
inclusion  in  last  year’s  program  but  due  to  a  limited  construction 
budget  and  overriding  priorities,  it  was  deferred  by  the  Army.  Again 
this  year  it  was  inserted  in  the  Army  portion  of  the  program  but, 
again,  due  to  budgetary  limitations  it  was  deferred. 

The  purpose  of  this  technical  building  is  to  consolidate  and  house, 
in  a  central  building,  the  widely  scattered  technical  departments 
currently  occupying  inadequate  and  improvised  facilities  constructed 
about  1900  and  temporary  wood  frame  structures  constructed  in  1942. 
Consolidation  of  these  activities  in  a  new  modern  and  functionally 
designed  structure  is  necessaiy  to  effect  the  efficient  accomplishment 
of  the  technical  mission. 

San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Houston,  Tex. 

The  second  of  these  is  the  addition  of  language  (sec.  110)  which 
will  require  the  movement  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot, 
Houston,  Tex.,  from  its  present  location  to  the  previously  authorized, 
but  still  unimproved,  location  at  the  Point  Aux  Pins  area,  Alabama- 
Mississippi.  The  details  with  respect  to  this  particular  addition 
appear  previously  in  the  report. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  S.  C. 

For  the  Charleston  Naval  Shipyard,  the  committee  inserted 
authority  in  the  amount  of  $10  million  to  construct  a  drydock.  The 
existing  drydocks  at  Charleston  are  incapable  of  accommodating  the 
new  fleet  ballistic  missile  submarines.  Since  this  t}rpe  of  submarine 
will  operate  from  this  area,  it  is  essentird  that  a  dock  be  provided  of 
sufficient  capacity  to  perform  the  necessary  overhual  and  repair  on 
them.  This  dock  will  be  750  feet  in  length  and  150  feet  wide  and 
will  be  adequate  to  provide  total  services  for  the  submarines.  It 
appears  that  this  project  has  recently  received  a  high  priority  within 
the  Navy  Department  but  had  not  been  included  in  the  program 
because  of  rapid  developments  subsequent  to  its  formulation. 

NAAS,  Kingsville,  Tex. 

Another  of  these  in  the  bill  involves  the  construction  of  two  bar¬ 
racks  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Ah’  Station,  Kingsville,  Tex.,  at  a  cost 


38 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


of  $1,041,000.  The  10  existing  inadequate  172-man  barracks  were 
constructed  in  1942  and  are  in  very  poor  structural  condition  due  to 
termite  damage  and  dryrot.  The  buildings  also  constitute  a  fire 
hazard  because  of  sagging,  overloaded  electrical  wires  and  poor  quality 
heating  units.  Other  details  have  been  furnished  that  indicate  that 
the  construction  of  these  2  barracks  for  504  enlisted  men  are  indeed 
well  justified. 

NAS,  San  Diego,  Calif. 

For  the  Naval  Air  Station,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  authority  in  the 
amount  of  $7  million  was  added  for  the  construction  of  a  new  marginal 
wharf  and  the  provision  of  necessary  utilities  and  services.  The 
project  also  contemplates  deepening  the  existing  entrance  channel  and 
dredging  a  turning  basin.  The  Forrestal  class  carriers  are  now  assigned 
for  operation  in  the  Pacific.  The  commander,  Naval  Air  Forces, 
Pacific,  has  requested  war  facilities  to  be  provided  at  the  Naval  Air 
Station,  North  Island.  The  existing  harbor  entrance  channel  depths 
within  San  Diego  Harbor  are  too  shallow  to  accommodate  these 
carriers.  Also,  there  does  not  exist  in  the  San  Diego  area  an  acces¬ 
sible  wharf  of  sufficient  size  equipped  with  adequate  utilities  to  berth, 
refuel,  and  service  this  class  of  carrier.  The  committee  ascertained 
that  if  this  authority  were  not  granted,  fleet  logistic  support  for  the 
naval  air  station  would  be  curtailed  and  these  aircraft  carriers  would 
have  to  be  supported  by  tankers  and  supply  ships,  a  vastly  more 
costly  and  dangerous  operation  than  furnishing  such  support  at 
wharfside. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  Calif. 

In  this  instance,  the  committee  added  $5,500,000  to  the  requested 
$500,000  for  the  Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  Calif.  This  shipyard 
has  had  an  interesting  recent  history  occasioned  by  its  subsidence. 
At  its  present  lowest  point,  the  shipyard  has  sunk  17  feet.  The 
apparent  reason  for  this  subsidence  is  the  withdrawal  of  oil  from  the 
Wilmington  oilfield.  Indeed,  oil  is  being  removed  immediately  below 
the  shipyard  itself.  This  withdrawal  of  oil  has  resulted  in  a  compac¬ 
tion  of  the  oil-bearing  sands,  with  the  result  that  not  only  the  shipyard 
but  a  relatively  large  area  of  that  portion  of  Long  Beach  has  sunk  and 
is  continuing  to  sink.  A  special  study  of  this  matter  was  made  by  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  last  year,  and  its 
findings  are  set  out  in  the  printed  hearings  for  the  military  construc¬ 
tion  bill  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

The  $500,000  originally  requested  was  for  further  protective  works 
designed  to  prevent  flooding  of  the  shipyard.  Recently  the  California 
Legislature  passed  legislation  which  will  involve  the  repressurization  of 
this  area  by  the  injection  of  salt  water.  It  is  hoped  that  this  action 
will  prevent  further  subsidence.  Since  the  authorities  of  the  State 
and  of  the  city  of  Long  Beach  and  the  oil  operators  in  that  area 
appear  to  be  joining  in  a  cooperative  effort  to  prevent  subsidence,  the 
committee  felt  that  it  should  provide  further  impetus  to  this  program 
by  authorizing  what  is  hoped  to  be  the  last  authority  for  protective 
works  at  the  shipyard. 

It  is  pointed  out  that  only  $500,000  of  the  $6  million  total  can  be 
utii'z^d  for  protective  works  “until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  deter¬ 
mines  in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  action  has  been  taken  or  arrange¬ 
ments  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  shipyard.” 
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Classified  facilities 

Also,  in  the  Navjr  title,  an  item  in  the  amount  of  $10,300,000  was 
added  for  classified  facilities.  The  nature  of  this  construction  involves 
security  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  described  in  this  report.  The 
committee  assures  the  House,  however,  that  the  facilities  are  of  a 
most  important  nature  and  would  inevitably  have  appeared  in  next 
year’s  program.  Certain  progress  in  other  areas  related  to  the  in¬ 
serted  item  indicate  that  this  facility  should  be  speeded  in  order  that 
it  will  be  in  existence  when  the  missiles  and  other  related  items  are 
ready  to  utilize  the  facility. 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  Tex. 

This  item  involves  the  granting  of  authority  in  the  amount  of  $12 
million  to  construct  facilities  at  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine, 
Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.  This  amount  will  be 
sufficient  to  construct  seven  laboratories  and  similar  structures  and 
to  provide  utilities  and  collateral  equipment  and  provide  an  addition 
to  the  heating  and  air-conditioning  plant.  Typical  of  the  facilities 
to  be  provided  under  this  authority  are  a  bionucleonics  laboratory,  a 
bioastronautics  laboratory,  a  cellular  physiology  laboratory,  and  a 
biodynamics  laboratory. 

The  overall  plan  for  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine  contemplated, 
a  few  years  ago,  a  total  expenditure  of  some  $30  million  for  a  complete 
facility.  Something  less  than  $10  million  has  already  been  authorized 
and  appropriated,  and  the  school  is  a  functioning  part  of  the  Air  Force 
at  this  time.  It  performs  important  work  for  not  only  the  Air  Force 
but  for  the  Army  and  the  Navy,  too,  and  also  cooperates  with  other 
elements  of  the  Government  whose  activities  in  any  way  relate  to  the 
reactions  on  the  human  body  of  extreme  speeds,  gravity  pull,  and, 
today,  space  activities.  Testimony  given  the  committee  by  the  com¬ 
manding  officer  of  the  school  indicated  that  it  was  the  only  school  of 
its  land  in  the  world.  The  testimony  further  indicated,  however, 
that  great  advances  in  this  field  have  been  made  in  the  Soviet  Union 
in  the  past  several  years  and  that  there  is,  of  course,  a  danger  that  the 
United  States  might  fall  behind  in  an  area  which  is  an  absolute 
essential  to  the  proper  and  efficient  performance  of  man  at  high  speeds 
within  the  earth’s  atmosphere  and,  of  course,  of  even  greater  essen¬ 
tiality  in  the  current  and  projected  space  age.  Unfortunately,  in  the 
committee’s  opinion,  the  development  of  facilities  of  this  kind  are 
such  that  they  frequently  tend  to  drop  from  a  construction  program 
prior  to  its  presentation  to  Congress.  Always  it  seems  that  things  of 
a  more  immediately  practical  nature  receive  precedence.  The  com¬ 
mittee  is  convinced  that,  if  the  United  States  is  to  stay  ahead  in  this 
more  important  field,  the  Congress  must  exercise  its  authority  to 
insure  that  this  important  type  of  research  proceed  with  maximum 
vigor. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  La. 

At  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  there  are  a  large  number  of  enlisted 
men’s  dormitories  which  were  built,  in  the  first  instance,  with  a  con¬ 
templated  life  of  only  5  years.  There  has  been  a  need  for  some  time 
for  the  replacement  of  these  barracks  in  order  to  provide  proper  quar¬ 
ters  for  the  enlisted  men  stationed  at  this  base.  For  this  reason,  the 
committee  added  $925,000  to  the  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base  program 
in  order  to  provide  some  of  these  urgently  needed  facilities. 
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Section  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  found  in  title  40,  United 
States  Code,  sections  259,  and  267,  provides  as  follows: 

Sec.  259.  No  money  shall  be  paid  nor  contracts  made  for 
payment  for  any  site  for  a  public  building  in  excess  of  the 
amount  specifically  appropriated  therefor. 

Sec.  267.  No  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  public 
building  until  after  sketch  plans  showing  the  tentative  de¬ 
sign  and  arrangement  of  such  building,  together  with  outline 
description  and  detailed  estimates  of  the  cost  thereof,  shall 
have  been  made  by  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
(except  when  otherwise  authorized  by  law)  and  said  sketch 
plans  and  estimates  shall  have  been  approved  by  the  head  of 
each  executive  department  who  will  have  officials  located  in 
such  building;  but  such  approval  shall  not  prevent  subsequent 
changes  in  the  design,  arrangement,  materials,  or  methods 
of  construction  or  cost  which  may  be  found  necessary  or  ad¬ 
vantageous:  Provided,  That  no  such  changes  shall  be  made 
involving  an  expense  in  excess  of  the  limit  of  cost  fixed  or 
extended  by  Congress,  and  all  appropriations  made  for  the 
construction  of  such  building  shall  be  expended  within  the 
limit  of  cost  so  fixed  or  extended. 

Title  V — General  Provisions 

These  follow  the  pattern  established  in  prior  military  construction 
acts,  and  a  description  of  each  is  outlined  below: 

Section  501 

This  section  is  general  authorizing  language  which  has  appeared 
for  several  years  in  military  construction  bills.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  authorities  granted  may  be  exercised  without  regard  to  certain 
sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  two  sections  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.  The  laws  which  will  have  no  application  to  the  con¬ 
struction  authorized  by  this  bill  are  as  follows: 

Section  3648  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  found  in  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  section  529,  provides  in  part  as  follows: 

No  advance  of  public  money  shall  be  made  in  any  case  unless 
authorized  by  the  appropriation  concerned  or  other  law. 

And  in  all  cases  of  contracts  for  the  performance  of  any  serv¬ 
ice,  or  the  delivery  of  articles  of  any  description  for  the  use 
of  the  United  States,  payment  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of 
the  service  rendered,  or  of  the  articles  delivered  previously 
to  such  payment. 

There  are  situations  in  connection  with  public- works  projects  where 
it  may  be  necessary  to  advance  money  prior  to  the  actual  receipt  of 
the  service  or  the  property  to  be  obtained.  For  example,  where 
utilities  such  as  power,  gas,  or  water  lines  are  required  to  be  installed 
and  it  is  necessary  for  a  private  utility  company  to  extend  its  lines  to 
the  military  installation,  the  military  department  ofttimes  must 
pay  for  the  costs  of  such  extension.  These  payments  are  eventually 
recouped  by  deductions  from  the  periodic  payments  made  for  the 
service  to  the  utility  company.  However,  in  the  strict  sense,  such 
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initial  payment  for  installation  costs  are  advance  payments  for  the 
service  rendered. 

In  regard  to  that  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  as  found  in  title  40, 
United  States  Code,  section  259,  the  committee  feels  that  the  key  to 
the  analysis  of  that  provision  are  the  words  “specifically  appropriated 
therefor.”  It  will  be  noted  that  the  bill  permits  a  5-percent  (United 
States)  and  10-percent  (overseas)  variation  for  projects  authorized 
by  the  bill  in  order  to  provide  necessary  elasticity.  It  is  entirely 
possible  that  this  elasticity  would  be  lost  were  the  construction  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

With  respect  to  the  second  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  found  in 
title  40,  United  States  Code,  section  267,  regarding  the  making  by 
the  General  Services  of  sketch  plans,  outline  descriptions,  and  detailed 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  any  public  building,  it  is  not  believed  that 
such  was  intended  nor  should  apply  to  the  varied  and  multitudinous 
projects  authorized  by  the  military  construction  authorization  acts. 
Such  a  requirement  would  place  a  great  administrative  burden  on  the 
General  Services  Administration  which  could  only  result  in  serious 
delay. 

Section  9774  (d),  title  10,  United  States  Code — 

(d)  Except  when  built  by  members  of  the  Air  Force,  no 
permanent  barrack,  quarters,  building,  or  other  permanent 
structure  may  be  built  unless  a  detailed  estimate  of  its  cost 
has  been  submitted  to  Congress  and  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  made  therefor.  No  one  may  build  such  a 
structure  without  specific  authority  of  Congress  if  the  cost 
is  more  than  $100,000. 

It  is  pointed  out  that  detailed  estimates  of  cost  are  not  available  in 
many  cases  until  the  project  has  been  authorized  by  Congress  and  an 
architect  and  engineering  contract  has  been  let  and  performed. 

It  will  be  noted  also  that  the  authority  granted  by  this  section  may 
be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  This  provision  of  law  provides  in  pertinent  part 
as  follows: 

Section  355,  Revised  Statutes — 

No  public  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  site  or  land 
purchased  by  the  United  States  for  the  purposes  of  erecting 
thereon  any  armory,  arsenal,  fort,  fortification,  navy  yard, 
customhouse,  lighthouse,  or  other  public  building  of  any  kind 
whatever,  until  the  written  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
shall  be  had  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  title  *  *  *. 

It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the  exception  from  the  require¬ 
ment  that  title  to  land  be  approved  by  the  Attorney  General  prior  to 
the  exercise  of  the  authorities  granted"  in  this  bill  does  not  mean  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  will  not  be  obtained.  It  means 
merely  that  urgent  construction  can  proceed  prior  to  the  rendering 
of  such  an  opinion  by  him. 

Sections  502  and  503 

These  sections  relate  merely  to  totals  in  the  bill  and  percentage 
variations  allowable  in  the  cost  of  projects  and  repeat  similar  provi¬ 
sions  in  Public  Law  241,  85th  Congress. 
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Section  504 

This  section  authorizes  the  use  of  existing  unused  authorization  for 
family  housing  under  previous  Military  Construction  Authorization 
Acts  (Public  Lav  765,  83d  Cong.;  Public  Lay  161,  84th  Cong.;  and 
Public  Law  968,  84th  Cong.)  to  provide  family  housing  at  those 
installations  for  which  appropriated  fund  family  housing  authorization 
is  requested  in  this  bill. 

Section  505 

Section  505  provides  that  whenever  the  President  determines  that 
compliance  with  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  would 
interfere  with  the  authorizations  granted  for  construction  in  foreign 
countries,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General 
have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  for  auditing  contracts  for  this 
construction,  the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the 
requirements  of  that  section.  The  provision  of  law  referred  to  is  as 
follows : 

Section  2313  (b),  title  10,  United  States  Code — 

(b)  Each  contract  negotiated  under  this  chapter  shall 
provide  that  the  Comptroller  General  and  his  representa¬ 
tives  are  entitled,  until  the  expiration  of  three  years  after 
final  payment,  to  examine  any  books,  documents,  papers,  or 
records  of  the  contractor,  or  any  of  his  subcontractors,  that 
directly  pertain  to,  and  involve  transactions  relating  to,  the 
contract  or  subcontract. 

Section  506 

This  section  relates  to  the  awarding  of  contracts  on  a  competitive 
basis,  and  to  the  requirement  that  the  military  department  shall  report 
to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 
competitive  basis.  The  first  of  the  laws  referred  to  is  the  Armed 
Services  Procurement  Act.  The  second  law  referred  to,  which  is 
self-explanatory,  is  as  follows: 

Section  15  of  the  act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551) — 

Sec.  15.  Section  3  of  the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act 
of  1947  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph : 

“(c)  All  bids  or  invitations  for  bids  shall  contain  in  their 
specifications  all  the  necessary  language  and  material  re¬ 
quired  and  shall  be  so  descriptive  both  in  its  language  and 
attachments  thereto  in  order  to  permit  full  and  free,  competi¬ 
tion.  Any  bid  or  invitation  to  bid  which  shall  not  carry  the 
necessary  descriptive  language  and  attachments  thereto,  or  if 
such  attachments  are  not  available  or  accessible  to  all  com¬ 
petent,  reliable  bidders,  such  bid  or  invitation  to  bid  shall  be 
invalid  and  any  award  or  awards  made  to  any  bidder  in  such 
case  shall  be  invalidated  and  rejected.” 

Section  507 

This  section  advances  for  2  years  the  general  rescission  provisions 
now  contained  in  section  506  of  Public  Law  241,  85th  Congress. 
This  continues  in  effect  the  established  policy  of  repealing  long¬ 
standing  military  construction  authorizations  that  have  not  been 
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used  by  the  military  departments.  As  a  result,  after  July  1,  1959, 
only  those  authorizations,  with  certain  specified  exceptions,  which  are 
contained  in  public  laws  enacted  subsequent  to  August  3,  1956,  would 
continue  to  be  available.  Under  this  section,  unused  authorization 
that  has  been  in  effect  3  years  will  be  automatically  rescinded. 

Section  508 

This  section  would  repeal  section  408  (b)  of  Public  Law  564,  81st 
Congress,  which  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  to  the 
Congress,  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  session  of  each  Congress,  all 
military  construction  authorization  enacted  since  the  80th  Congress, 
for  which  adequate  funds  have  not  been  appropriated,  and  to  recom¬ 
mend  to  the  Congress  which  portions  of  this  unused  authorization 
should  be  rescinded. 

Under  present,  procedures,  the  amount  of  all  residual  unfunded 
authorization  is  always  reported  to  Congress  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  its  presentation  of  the  annual  MCA  bill.  Therefore,  as 
this  information  is  now  reported  annually,  the  requirement  for  a 
biennial  report,  as  specified  by  Public  Law  564,  would  not  appear 
necessary. 

In  view  of  the  provisions  of  section  507  of  this  bill,  under  which 
all  unused  authorization  that  has  been  in  effect  3  years  is  automatically 
rescinded,  there  is  no  longer  any  need  to  recommend  biennially  unused 
authorization  to  Congress  for  rescission.  Moreover,  under  present 
program  management  procedures,  large  accumulations  of  unused 
authorizations  are  no  longer  allowed  to  occur. 

Section  509 

This  section  would  extend  through  fiscal  year  1961,  the  previously 
enacted  leasing  authority  for  housing  at  tactical  installations,  so  that 
Nike  and  other  tactical  site  housing  requirements  may  be  met  by 
utilizing  existing  private  housing  to  the  greatest  possible  extent, 
thereby  reducing  the  necessity  for  construction  of  military  quarters. 

Section  510 

Section  510  would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  which  authorizes  land  acquisition  projects  not  exceeding  $5,000, 
to  authorize  a  new  limit  of  $25,000  for  each  land  acquisition  project. 
In  addition,  the  restriction  of  this  section  to  projects  which  are  urgently 
required  has  been  eliminated.  These  changes  are  desired  in  order  to 
better  carry  out  the  original  intent  of  section  406,  Public  Law  968/84, 
which  was  to  expedite  the  handling  of  small  real  estate  acquisition 
projects,  and  to  reduce  the  administrative  workload  involved  in  these 
small  transactions. 

Section  511 

This  section  would  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  408  (a)  of  Public 
Law  968,  84th  Congress,  which  would  exempt  small,  routine  construc¬ 
tion  projects  costing  $5,000  or  less  from  the  present  requirement  that 
a  determination  be  made  that  they  are  urgently  required.  The  com¬ 
mittee  found  that  this  method  of  handling  these  minor,  low-cost  con¬ 
struction  projects  requires  an  excessive  amount  of  administration  and 
delay  which  would  be  eliminated  by  the  change  proposed  in  section 
511. 
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Section  512 

This  section  would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  241,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  so  as  to  exempt  two  additional  categories  of  family  housing 
from  the  present  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  act.  The  reasons  for  the  specific  exemptions 
in  this  section  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Mandatory  Wherry  acquisition  projects  were  exempted  from 
the  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the  annual  military  construction 
authorization  act  by  Public  Law  241,  85th  Congress.  This  subsec¬ 
tion  would  remain  unchanged. 

(2)  Leased  housing  is  proposed  to  be  exempted  because  such 
housing,  if  acquired  at  all,  must  be  acquired  on  short  notice  as  the 
housing  becomes  available.  It  would  be  impractical  to  plan  such 
acquisitions  sufficiently  far  in  advance  to  permit  annual  line  item 
authorization. 

(3)  Rental  guaranty  housing  is,  in  reality,  not  military  construc¬ 
tion.  Rental  guaranty  projects  are  constructed  with  foreign  capital 
and  are  owned  throughout  their  existence  by  these  foreign  interests. 
The  interest  of  our  Government  in  them  is  simply  the  guaranty  of  a 
certain  percentage  of  occupancy  for  a  limited  period  of  time  in  order 
to  encourage  the  foreign  investors  to  construct  the  housing  and  to 
reserve  the  houses  for  United  States  personnel.  The  Armed  Forces 
have  no  way  of  knowing  in  what  areas  economic  conditions  will  be 
such  as  to  encourage  local  investors  to  finance  and  construct  rental 
guaranty  projects.  Furthermore,  delaying  the  implementation  of  a 
rental  guaranty  project  until  a  new  authorization  act  is  passed  might, 
in  many  cases,  preclude  the  building  of  the  project.  In  many  coun¬ 
tries,  economic  conditions  change  so  rapidly  that  a  delay  might  well 
remove  the  possibility  of  finding  interested  sponsors. 

The  committee  added  a  new  provision  to  section  512  permitting 
some  elasticity  in  the  siting  of  Capehart  housing.  As  is  indicated 
previously  in  the  report,  this  year,  for  the  first  time,  all  housing  to  be 
constructed  or  acquired  for  use  by  the  military  must  appear  in  the 
bill  as  line  items.  With  the  rapid  development  of  missiles  and  for 
many  other  reasons,  including  changes  in  missions  and  increases  in  the 
complement  of  particular  stations,  needs  for  housing  will  arise  that 
could  not  possibly  have  been  foreseen  at  the  time  the  committee  com¬ 
pleted  its  deliberations  on  the  construction  bill.  Therefore,  if  art 
urgent  requirement  arises  for  Capehart  housing  at  a  location  which 
was  not  designated  by  line  item,  another  less  urgent  project  can  be 
deferred,  or  a  number  of  projects  lessened  in  number  of  units,  in  order 
to  provide  housing  for  the  new  site.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  requires  that  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  notify 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  immediately  upon  reaching  a  decision 
to  utilize  this  authority. 

•  CHANGES  IN  TOTALS 

The  bill  as  submitted  to  the  committee  totaled,  for  titles  I,  II,  III, 
and  IV,  $1,684,361,060  for  new  line  items  (not  including  authorities 
for  title  VI,  the  Reserve  components).  The  115  amendments  to  the 
bill  mentioned  above  resulted  in  substantial  deletions  and  also  sub¬ 
stantial  additions.  The  result,  as  carried  in  the  totals  on  page  63  of 
II.  R.  13015,  indicate  that  the  bill,  after  all  of  these  changes,  has  been 
decreased  by  $25,870,000  for  a  new  total  of  $1,658,491,000. 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


45 


Explanation  of  Title  VI 
(reserve  component  facilities) 

The  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950  (Public  Law  783, 
81st  Cong.)  authorized  the  acquisition  and  construction  of  facilities 
for  the  Reserve  components  of  the  Armed  Forces,  which  authorization 
was  amended  by  Public  Law  302  of  the  84tli  Congress  and  Public 
Law  85-215.  Permanent  provisions  of  the  foregoing  law  have  been 
codified  in  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  are  included 
in  pending  amendments  thereto. 

Report  No.  696,  House  of  Representatives,  85th  Congress,  1st 
session,  based  on  hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
preceding  enactment  of  Public  Law  85-215,  stated  that  sufficient 
increase  in  the  general  authorization  for  facilities  for  the  Reserve 
components  would  be  provided  for  fiscal  year  1958,  but  that  thereafter 
“the  Department  of  Defense  should  request  annual  authorizations 
on  a  line-item  basis.”  Title  VI  of  the  proposed  legislation  would 
provide  such  specific  project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959, 
together  with  certain  other  provisions  necessary  to  effect  the  transi¬ 
tion  from  the  general  authorization  heretofore  granted  by  the  Congress 
to  the  line-item  type  required  for  future  programs. 

Title  VI  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  premised  upon  retention  of 
the  provisions  of  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  the 
fullest  extent  compatible  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  Congress. 
The  only  substantive  amendment  of  that  chapter  would  be  the 
deletion  of  the  requirement  for  “consultation”  with  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  with  respect  to  the  projects  to  be  undertaken 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  substitution  therefor  of  a  provision 
requiring  authorization  by  law  of  specific  projects,  with  certain 
exceptions. 

Title  VI  would  have  authorized  specific  projects  for  the  Naval 
Reserve,  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  the  Air  Force  Reserve  and  the 
Air  National  Guard.  Additional  authorization  was  not  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  Army  Reserve  and  Army  National 
Guard  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  Department  of  Defense  position  that 
projects  heretofore  authorized  and  appropriated  for,  but  remaining 
unconstructed,  were  sufficient  in  number  to  cover  the  approved 
obligation  program  of  construction  during  fiscal  year  1959  for  both  of 
these  Reserve  components. 

The  committee  takes  a  contrary  position  and  added  line  item 
projects  for  the  Army  National  Guard  and  Army  Reserve  as  will  be 
explained  later  in  this  report. 

Title  VI  would  also  continue  the  authorizations  previously  granted 
for  those  facilities  which  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation  with  the 
Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  before  July  1,  1958,  provided  they  are  placed  under  con¬ 
struction  contract  before  July  1,  1960  and  are  funded  from  appro¬ 
priations  made  prior  to  enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation. 

As  has  been  stated  the  committee  could  not  agree  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Reserve  components 
would  be  served  by  failing  to  authorize  additional  projects  for  the 
Army  National  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve.  It  is  true  that  the 
Army  National  Guard  presently  has  $17.7  million  funded  and  unob- 
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ligated  authorization  as  of  June  30,  1958  and  that  the  Army  Reserve 
has  $30.8  million  funded  and  unobligated  authorization  as  of  the  same 
date.  However,  these  unobligated  authorizations  exist  only  because 
the  Department  of  Defense  has  not  permitted  these  two  Reserve 
components  to  obligate  these  authorizations.  As  of  consequence, 
the  Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  have  fallen  behind  the 
other  Reserve  components  in  their  Reserve  facilities  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  a  fact  that  in  all  the  Reserve  components  the  Army 
National  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve  have  the  greatest  need  for 
additional  training  facilities.  The  National  Guard  Bureau  estimates 
that  of  the  total  requirement  of  2,780  armories  there  still  is  a  deficiency 
of  764  armories  to  be  built  before  the  Army  National  Guard  can  com¬ 
plete  its  program.  Of  the  total  Army  Reserve  requirement  of  1,800 
Reserve  training  centers  only  717  have  been  constructed,  leaving  a 
deficiency  of  1,083. 

Insofar  as  the  Army  National  Guard  is  concerned  there  is  also  for 
consideration  the  amount  of  funds  which  have  been  appropriated  by 
the  State  legislatures.  There  is  presently  in  excess  of  $35  million 
available  in  State  funds  as  matching  contributions  for  the  construction 
of  Army  National  Guard  armories.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
States  have  more  than  done  then'  part  under  the  provisions  of  the  law 
for  providing  the  necessary  State  funds  and  the  Federal  Government 
should  now  provide  matching  funds  so  that  the  Army  National  Guard 
construction  program  can  proceed  and  keep  pace  with  the  other 
Reserve  components. 

As  a  consequence  the  committee  added  projects  for  both  the  Army 
Reseive  and  the  Army  National  Guard  totaling  $11,042,000. 

The  total  amount  recommended  by  the  committee  for  Reserve 
component  construction  is  $39,958,000.  This  exceeds  the  original 
Department  of  Defense  proposal  by  $9,818,000.  Even  so,  the  com¬ 
mittee  believes  this  to  be  a  modest  authorization  when  the  need  for 
Reserve  facilities  is  considered.  Furthermore,  it  should  be  remembered 
that  in  fiscal  year  1958  the  Congress  authorized  $80  million  for  Reserve 
facilities  construction,  and  thus  the  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959 
is  less  than  one-half  the  amount  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

BACKGROUND  OF  THE  BASIC  LAW 

Prior  to  World  War  II,  our  Reserves  were  relatively  small.  In  the 
various  States  the  National  Guard  was  geared  to  the  requirements  of 
the  States  concerned  rather  than  into  a  pattern  for  mobilization 
requirements  in  the  event  of  total  war.  Since  the  war  it  has  been  a 
matter  of  almost  constant  discussion  as  to  how  large  a  Reserve  should 
be  maintained. 

Until  the  enactment  of  the  basic  law,  one  of  the  most  important 
limiting  factors  in  developing  the  Reserve  was  the  lack  of  proper 
armories  and  other  facilities  needed  for  training  purposes.  That  law 
has  gone  a  long  way  in  correcting  this  deficiency,  but  there  is  still  a 
long  road  to  travel  before  the  deficiency  is  met.  The  law  gave  an 
impetus  to  the  Reserve  program  which  cannot  be  overestimated. 
Upon  the  enactment  of  the  law  the  civilian  Reserve  components  felt 
that  they  were  no  longer  a  foi'gotten  group.  It  provided  a  spur  and 
an  encouragement  which  has  manifested  itself  in  infinitely  more  in¬ 
terest  in  the  Reserve  program  than  had  ever  before  been  experienced. 
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[T  Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  basic  law,  the  Federal  Government 
paid  for  the  construction  of  armories  for  its  Reserves,  but  it  had  never 
contributed  to  the  construction  of  armories  for  the  National  Guard,  on 
the  basis  that  such  construction  was  the  responsibility  of  the  States. 
Public  Law  783,  81st  Congress,  provided  authority  for  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  continue  the  constiuction  of  facilities  for  Reserves 
other  than  National  Guard,  and  in  addition  made  provision  that  the 
Secretary  could  contribute  to  any  State  the  entire  cost  necessary  to 
expand,  rehabilitate  or  convert  existing  National  Guard  facilities  so 
as  to  provide  joint  facilities  which  could  then  be  used  by  the  National 
Guard  and  other  Reserve  components.  Section  3  (c)  of  that  law 
provided  that  the  Secretary  could  contribute  to  any  State  a  portion 
of  the  funds  for  construction  or  expansion  of  armories  where  the  need 
for  such  had  been  brought  about  by  the  expansion  of  the  National 
Guard  or  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States  in  order  to 
meet  Federal  requirements.  Such  contributions  are  limited  to  75 
percent  of  the  total  cost,  the  States  to  provide  the  land  necessary  in 
addition  to  their  25  percent  contribution. 

The  original  law  provided  in  part,  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
might  acquire  reserve  facilities,  by  construction  or  otherwise,  over  a 
period  of  5  fiscal  years  and  might  have  appropriated  during  that  time 
not  to  exceed  $250  million.  In  1955  Public  Law  302,  84th  Congress, 
extended  that  time  limitation  for  an  additional  3  years  and  increased 
the  authorization  by  another  $250  million.  In  1957  Public  Law 
85-215  again  increased  the  authorization  by  another  $80  million  but 
retained  the  time  limitation  as  previously  established;  viz,  through 
June  30,  1958. 

Provision  was  also  made  in  the  law  for  consultation  with  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  in 
order  that  the  committees  might  be  kept  continuously  advised  with 
respect  to  operations  under  the  law. 

PROGRESS  OF  PROGRAM  TO  DATE  AND  FUTURE  REQUIREMENTS 

Table  1  summarizes  the  utilization  made  of  the  authorization  pre¬ 
viously  provided. 

Table  1. — Reserve  Forces  facilities — Utilization  of  authorizations  and  appropria¬ 
tions  provided  under  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Army 

National 

Ouard 

Army 

Reserve 

Navy  and 
Marine 
Corps 
Reserve 

Air  Force 
Reserve 

Air 

National 

Guard 

Total 

Authorizations  and  appropriations _ 

139.3 

105.4 

2  80.9 

54.5 

'  174.  3 

2  554. 4 

Constructed  and  under  construction: 

Planned  as  of  Juno  30,  1958  _ 

121.6 

74.6 

70.1 

39.4 

174  3 

480.0 

Actual  as  of  Apr.  30,  1958  _ 

110.3 

62.4 

63.5 

36.3 

154.0 

426.5 

Residual  authorization  funded,  estimated 
June  30,  1958  _ _ 

17.7 

30.8 

2 10.8 

15.1 

>0 

74.4 

1  Air  National  Guard  funds  are  “1-year”  and  unobligated  funds  expire  June  30. 

1  Does  not  include  if  1.9  million  of  unobligated  prior-year  appropriations  for  which  specific  project  author¬ 
ization  is  contained  in  the  proposed  legislation. 
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Navy  ( aviation ,  surface,  Marine  Corps ) 

The  Naval  Reserve  aviation  program,  which  also  supports  Marine 
Corps  Reserve  aviation,  is  composed  of  22  activities.  Six  of  these  are 
Naval  Air  Reserve  training  units  situated  on  Regular  air  stations  and 
the  remainder  are  Reserve  air  stations.  Foreseeable  requirements  to 
keep  these  activities  in  step  with  the  demands  of  modern  aircraft 
and  associated  equipment  amounts  to  $125  million.  This  includes 
replacement  of  those  buildings  which  are  deteriorated  beyond  eco¬ 
nomical  repair,  modernization  of  other  buildings,  and  modernization 
of  operations  facilities. 

The  Naval  Reserve  surface  program  consists  of  319  training  centers 
and  facilities,  and  184  electronic  facilities  and  stations.  A  major 
effort  is  now  under  way  to  reorganize  sizable  segments  of  the  surface 
program  into  crews  ready  on  short  notice  to  man  antisubmarine 
warfare  ships  for  immediate  augmentation  of  the  fleet  in  an  emergency 
This  will  necessitate  the  providing  of  some  berthing  facilities  and 
dockside  services  in  conjunction  with  the  adjacent  training  centers. 
Modernization  and  replacement  of  overage  temporary  buildings  previ¬ 
ously  mentioned  is  required.  The  total  foreseeable  requirements  for 
the  Naval  Reserve  surface  program  are  estimated  at  $29  million. 

The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  ground  facilities  establishment  consists 
of  231  training  centers,  163  of  which  are  combined  with  the  Naval 
Reserve  training  centers  mentioned  above.  Although  no  additional 
centers  are  required,  replacement,  expansion,  or  modernization  of 
some  of  the  present  facilities  is  urgently  required.  Foreseeable  needs 
are  estimated  to  cost  about  $8  million. 

Thus,  there  is  a  foreseeable  requirement  of  $162  million  for  the  over¬ 
all  program.  Of  this,  it  is  proposed  to  accomplish  about  $15  million 
in  fiscal  year  1959. 

The  fiscal  year  1959  authorization  program  as  contained  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  includes  provisions  for — - 

{a)  Replacement  of  4  training  centers; 

( b )  Replacement  of  10  electronic  facilities; 

(c)  Improvements  to  4  training  centers  and  3  ships’  operations 
facilities; 

(d)  Acquisition  of  2  sites  of  presently  used  centers; 

(e)  Improvements  and  modernization  at  12  naval  air  stations. 

In  planning  for  this  program,  the  principle  of  joint  utilization  is 

observed  to  the  utmost,  as  required  by  law.  A  summary  of  this  joint 
utilization  follows: 

(a)  All  Naval  Reserve  aviation  facilities  are  jointly  used ; 

( b )  74  percent  of  Naval  Reserve  surface  training  centers/facili¬ 
ties  are  jointly  used; 

(c)  71  percent  of  Marine  Corps  Reserve  training  centers  are 
jointly  used. 

Through  fiscal  year  1958  a  total  of  $83  million  has  been  appro¬ 
priated  to  carry  out  this  program.  To  date,  a  little  more  than  $64 
million  has  been  obligated  and  it  is  expected  this  total  will  be  raised 
to  $70  million  by  end  fiscal  year  1958. 

Air  Force 

The  established  mobilization  requirement  of  the  Air  Reserve  Forces 
is  39  combat  flying  wings.  Twenty-four  of  these  wings,  consisting  of  83 
combat  squadrons  of  the  fighter  and  tactical  reconnaissance  types, 
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make  up  the  tactical  force  of  the  Air  National  Guard  and  there  are 
15  medium  troop  carrier  wings  of  45  tactical  squadrons  in  the  Air 
Force  Reserve. 

t  In  addition,  there  are  157  support  type  units  of  the  Air  Reserve 
and  Air  National  Guard  which  have  been  programed  to  meet  specific 
mobilization  requirements  in  the  fields  of  communications,  weather, 
ah-  resupply,  ah  evacuation,  terminal  operations,  air  rescue,  and 
hospital  type  units. 

The  Air  National  Guard  operates  93  flying  bases  and  41  nonflying 
bases.  Construction  plans  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  future  years  do 
not  contemplate  establishing  any  new  bases  except  Bethel,  Minn., 
under  present  programs,  missions,  and  aircraft  assignment.  Certain 
construction  is  necessary  to  complete  some  of  the  newer  facilities;  to 
replace  World  War  II  temporary  construction;  to  expand  facilities, 
particularly  runways,  taxiways,  and  aprons  to  accommodate  higher 
performance  aircraft  being  received;  and  to  complete  the  program  of 
providing  flight  simulator  and  rocket  storage  buildings,  which  only 
recently  became  a  requirement  of  the  program  as  advanced  model 
jet  aircraft  are  received.  To  summarize,  the  conversion  of  a  World 
War  II  temporary  base  structure  to  a  modernized  plant  capable  of 
operating  Century  series  jets  will,  over  a  periof  of  15  years,  require 
about  $254  million  of  construction  which  should  be  approximately 
80  p  rcent  complete  this  year,  assuming  the  entire  amount  in  progress 
this  year  gets  under  contract. 

For  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  $54.5  million  has  been  funded  under  the 
autnorization  provided  through  fiscal  year  1958.  The  facilities  pro¬ 
vided  tnrough  the  expenditure  of  these  funds  has  contributed  im¬ 
measurably  to  the  attainment  of  the  high  degree  of  combat  capability 
wiiicii  exists  in  our  Reserve  troop  carrier  units  today.  Of  the  37 
flying  bases  required  to  support  our  flying  units,  34  are  now  in  opera¬ 
tion  with  a  good  percentage  of  the  minimum  operational  facilities 
required  having  been  provided.  The  remaining  three  bases  required 
are  now  under  construction  and  will  be  completed  during  fiscal  year 
1959.  To  round  out  all  facilities  needed  at  the  flying  bases  of  the 
Air  Force  Reserve  will  require  approximately  $29  million  after  fiscal 
year  1959.  Five  Air  Reserve  centers  (nonflying)  have  been  con¬ 
structed,  1  is  under  construction,  and  1  is  programed  from  currently 
available  funds.  No  additional  centers  are  planned  for  construction 
at  this  time  since  priority  will  still  continue  to  be  given  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  facilities  required  for  our  flying  units.  Once  this 
construction  has  been  accomplished,  reviews  will  be  made  of  indi¬ 
vidual  locations  and,  where  it  is  determined  that  such  construction 
meets  the  best  interests  of  the  Government,  action  will  be  taken  to 
include  these  centers  in  a  future  construction  program. 

Army  Reserve  and  National  Guard 

Since  1951,  the  Army  has  had  appropriated  to  it  $244.7  million,  of 
which  $139.2  million  represents  contributions  made,  or  to  be  made,  to 
the  States  for  the  National  Guard  armory  and  nonarmory  programs, 
and  $105.4  million  represents  facilities  for  the  Army  Reserve. 

In  the  National  Guard  armory  program  916  of  the  2,089  armories 
constructed  by  the  States  without  Federal  assistance  represent  ade¬ 
quate  facilities  for  continued  use,  against  a  total  requirement  of  2,250 
armories  as  estimated  by  the  Department  of  the  Army;  the  States 
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and  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  however,  estimate  total  requirements 
as  2,780  armories.  These  estimates  remain  to  be  reconciled  upon 
completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the  “Pentomic 
Division”  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan  of  distribu¬ 
tion  of  these  units  throughout  the  States.  A  total  of  1,100  armories 
have  been  constructed,  are  under  construction,  or  are  funded  within 
$115  million  of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore  made  available  for 
the  National  Guard.  Thus  the  remaining  requirement  for  National 
Guard  armories  will  range  between  234  and  764  upon  completion  of 
the  revised  troop  unit  program  by  the  Department  of  the  Army. 
Approximately  $24  million  of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore 
made  available  for  the  National  Guard  represent  nonarmory  facilities 
(maintenance  shops,  supply  and  administrative  facilities)  which  have 
been  constructed,  are  under  construction  or  are  programed  for  early 
initiation. 

In  the  Army  Reserve  center  program  332  of  the  1,783  facilities 
acquired  by  lease  or  donation,  and  now  in  use,  represent  facilities 
adequate  for  continued  use,  against  an  estimated  total  requirement  of 
1,800  centers.  A  total  of  385  centers  have  been  constructed,  are 
under  construction,  or  are  funded  within  the  $105.4  million  appropria¬ 
tions  heretofore  made  available  for  Army  Reserve  construction.  Thus 
the  remaining  requirement  for  Army  Reserve  centers  is  estimated  at 
1,083  centers,  representing  a  future  authorization  and  funding  re¬ 
quirement  of  $235  million.  This  requirement,  also,  may  be  subject 
to  revision  upon  completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the 
“Pentomic  Division”  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan 
of  distribution  of  these  Army  Reserve  units  tlrroughout  the  States. 

FISCAL  DATA 

Enactment  into  law  of  this  proposed  legislation  will  involve  the 
expenditure  of  $1,762,904,000.  Of  this  amount,  $39,958,000  repre¬ 
sents  Reserve  components  construction. 

DEPARTMENTAL  DATA 

This  measure  is  part  of  the  legislative  program  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  its  original  form  as  is  evidenced  by  letter  dated 
May  1,  1958,  from  Secretary  of  Defense  Neil  McElroy  and  by  letter 
dated  May  1,  1958,  from  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense,  Donald  A. 
Quarles,  which  are  set  out  below  and  made  a  part  of  this  report. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington ,  May  1,  1958. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  forwarded  herewith  a  draft  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

This  proposed  legislation  is  a  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
legislative  program  for  1958,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  its  presentation  to  the  Congress.  The 
Department  of  Defense  recommends  that  it  be  enacted. 
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This  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  additional  military  con¬ 
struction  that  is  urgently  needed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at 
this  time,  and  would  provide  additional  authority  to  cover  deficiencies 
in  prior  construction  authorizations.  The  appropriation  of  money 
required  for  construction  is  provided  for  in  the  budget  of  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

This  legislation  consists  of  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV,  covering  au¬ 
thorization  required  by  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  respectively;  and  title  V 
covering  general  provisions  relating  to  this  legislation. 

This  proposal  would  authorize  new  construction  totaling 
$1,684,361,000,  of  which  $347,028,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the 
Army:  $301,062,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy;  $986,271,000 
is  for  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force;  and  $50  million  is  for  the 
Department  of  Defense.  This  proposal  would  also  provide  additional 
monetary  authority  to  correct  deficiencies  in  authorization  for  projects 
authorized  under  previous  laws  totaling  $47,238,000,  of  which 
$13,630,000  is  for  the  Army;  $15,825,000  is  for  the  Navy;  and 
$17,783,000  is  for  the  Air  Force.  Therefore,  the  total  in  this  proposed 
legislation  of  new  authorization  plus  additional  monetary  authority 
for  projects  previously  authorized  amounts  to  $1,731,599,000. 

This  proposal  would  also  repeal  as  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authoriza¬ 
tions,  with  certain  exceptions,  for  military  construction  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  laws  enacted  prior  to  August  4,  1956.  This  repeal  will 
continue  in  effect  the  policy  established  in  the  fiscal  year  1956  Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act  (Public  Law  161,  84th  Cong.)  and 
continued  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  and  1958  acts,  of  repealing  long¬ 
standing  authority  that  has  not  been  exercised  by  the  military  depart¬ 
ments.  It  is  believed  that  the  continuation  of  this  policy  will  result 
in  a  construction  program  which  will  reflect  more  accurately  the 
current  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Neil  McElroy. 


* 


The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  May  1,  1958. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives . 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  forwarded  herewith  a  draft  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  provide  additional  facilities  necessary  for  the 
administration  and  training  of  units  of  the  Reserve  components  of 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  together  with  a  sectional 
analysis  thereof. 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  for  1958,  and  has  been  approved  bv  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
The  Department  of  Defense  recommends  that  it  be  enacted  by  the 
Congress. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 


The  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950  (Public  Law  783,  81st 
Cong.)  authorized  the  acquisition  and  construction  of  facilities  for 
the  Reserve  components  of  the  Armed  Forces,  which  authorization 
was  amended  by  Public  Law  302  of  the  84th  Congress  and  Public 
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Law  85-215.  Permanent  provisions  of  the  foregoing  legislation  have 
been  codified  in  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  are 
included  in  pending  amendments  thereto. 

Report  No.  696,  House  of  Representatives,  85th  Congress,  1st  ses¬ 
sion,  based  on  hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  pre¬ 
ceding  enactment  of  Public  Law  85-215,  stated  that  sufficient,  increase 
in  the  general  authorization  for  facilities  for  the  Reserve  components 
would  be  provided  for  fiscal  year  1958,  but  that  thereafter  “the 
Department  of  Defense  should  request  annual  authorizations  on  a 
line-item  basis.”  The  proposed  legislation  would  provide  such 
specific  project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959,  together  with 
certain  other  provisions  necessary  to  effect  the  transition  from  the 
general  authorization  heretofore  granted  by  the  Congress  to  the  line- 
item  type  required  for  future  programs. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  premised  upon  retention  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  chapter  133  of  title  1 0,  United  States  Code,  to  the  fullest  extent 
compatible  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  Congress.  The  only  sub- 
stantive  amendment  of  that  chapter  would  be  the  deletion  of  the  re-  I 
quirement  for  “consultation”  with  the  Armed  Services  Committees 
with  respect  to  the  projects  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  substitution  therefor  of  a  provision  requiring  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  law  of  specific  projects,  with  certain  exceptions. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  specific  projects  for  the 
Naval  Reserve,  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  the  Air  Force  Reserve, 
and  the  Air  National  Guard.  Additional  authorization  is  not  re¬ 
quested  for  the  Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  inasmuch 
as  projects  heretofore  authorized  and  appropriated  for,  but  remaining 
unconstructed,  are  sufficient  in  number  to  cover  the  approved  obliga¬ 
tion  program  of  construction  during  fiscal  year  1959  for  both  of  these 
Reserve  components. 

COST  AND  BUDGET  DATA 

Enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  funds  for  specific  line  items  in  the  amount  of  $11,892,000 
for  the  Department  of  the  Navy;  $6,272,000  for  the  Ah*  Force  Reserve; 
and  $11 ,976,000  for  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  of 
which  $8  million  is  included  in  the  President’s  budget  for  fiscal  year  , 
1959  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  an  undetermined  amount  not  ' 
exceeding  $6,272,000  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  $9,600,000  for 
the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  A.  Quarles. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  there  is  herewith  printed  in  parallel  columns  the 
text  of  provisions  of  existing  law  which  would  be  repealed  or  amended 
by  the  various  provisions  of  the  bill. 
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The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 

Stat.  531)  (Public  Law  85-241) 

(Sec.  201:) 

The  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
may  establish  or  develop  military 
installations  and  facilities  by  ac¬ 
quiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating,  or  installing,  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Aviation  Facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center, 
Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities  (including  opera¬ 
tional  facilities  on  San  Nicolas 
Island),  $7,669,000. 

The  Act  of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 

47),  as  amended  (Public  Law 

326,  83d  Congress) 

(Sec.  9:) 

There  is  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  not  to  exceed  the 
sum  of  $135,425,000  to  carry  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  of  which 
not  to  exceed  $26,000,000  shall  be 
appropriated  for  any  period  be¬ 
ginning  prior  to  January  1,  1955. 

I  Of  the  amount  so  appropriated  for 
any  such  period,  not  to  exceed 
$1,858,000  may  be  utilized  for  the 
purpose  of  section  4  of  this  Act. 

The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 

Stat.  531)  (Public  Law  85- 

241) 

(Sec.  506:) 

As  of  July  1,  1958,  all  author¬ 
izations  for  military  public  works 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  a  military  department  in 
connection  with  the  establishment 
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(Sec.  209:) 

Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  as  amended  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Avia¬ 
tion  Facilities  (Special  Purpose 
Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center, 
Point  Mugu,  California,  insert 
before  “$7,669,000”  the  words 
“and  land  acquisition,”. 


(Sec.  309:) 

Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Acad¬ 
emy  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  49), 
is  further  amended  by  striking  out 
in  the  first  sentence  the  figure 
“$135,425,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,- 
797,000”. 


(Sec.  507:) 

As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  author¬ 
ization  for  military  public  works 
to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  a  military  department  in 
connection  with  the  establishment 
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or  development  of  military  instal-  or  development  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities,  and  all  au-  lations  and  facilities,  and  all  au¬ 
thorizations  for  appropriations  thorizations  for  appropriations 
therefor,  that  are  contained  in  therefor,  that  are  contained  in 
Acts  approved  before  July  28,  Acts  approved  before  August  4, 
1954,  and  not  superseded  or  other-  1956,  and  not  superseded  or  other¬ 
wise  modified  by  a  later  author-  wise  modified  by  a  later  author¬ 


ization  are  repealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public 
works  and  for  appropriations 
therefor  that  are  set  forth  in 
those  Acts  in  the  titles  that 
contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  projects  as  to  which 
appropriated  funds  have  been 
obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  in  whole  or  in  part  before 
July  1,  1958,  and  authorizations 
for  appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the 
rental  guaranty  for  family 
housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in  sec¬ 
tion  302  of  Public  Law  534, 
Eighty-second  Congress; 

(4)  the  authorizations  for 
public  works  and  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  that  are  contained 
in  sections  2231-2238  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886); 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the 
development  of  the  Line  of 
Communications,  France,  in  the 
amount  of  $60,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  Public  Law  534,  Eighty- 
second  Congress; 

(6)  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  410  of  the 
Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  1016),  the  authorization  for 
(a)  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$6,439,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of 
September  28,  1951  (65  Stat. 
336,343),  and  (b)  development 
of  classified  facilities  in  the 


ization  are  repealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public 
works  and  for  appropriations 
therefor  that  are  set  forth  in 
those  Acts  in  the  titles  that 
contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  projects  as  to  which 
appropriated  funds  have  been 
obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  or  land  acquisition  in 
wdiole  or  in  part  before  July  1, 
1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the 
rental  guaranty  for  family  hous¬ 
ing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  section 
302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622); 

(4)  the  authorizations  for 
public  works  and  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  that  are  contained 
in  sections  2231-2238  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885, 
886); 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the 
development  of  the  Line  of 
Communications,  France,  in  the 
amount  of  $30,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66 
Stat.  606,  609); 

(6)  the  authorization  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  classified  facilities 
in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000 
that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  102,  of  the  Act  of 
September  28,  1951  (65  Stat. 
336,  343); 

(7)  the  authorization  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  and  for  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  that  are  contained 
in  the  Act  of  April  1,  1954 
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amount  of  $6,654,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  I,  section  102 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  609);  and 
(7)  the  authorization  for  pub¬ 
lic  works  and  for  the  appro¬ 
priations  of  funds  that  are 
contained  in  the  Act  of  April  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended. 
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(68  Stat.  47),  as  amended;  and 
(8)  notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  section  506  of  the  Act 
of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531, 
558),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in 

the  amount  of  $1,850,000  at 
the  Naval  Air  Station,  Nor¬ 
folk,  Virginia,  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section  201 
under  the  heading  “CON¬ 
TINENTAL  UNITED 
STATES”  and  subheading 
“AVIATION  FACILITIES” 
of  the  Act  of  August  7,  1953 
(67  Stat.  440,  442),  as 

amended: 

(b)  ammunition  storage  fa¬ 
cilities  in  the  amount  of 
$225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxil¬ 
iary  Air  Station,  El  Centro, 
California;  navigational  aids 
in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at 
the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
El  Toro,  California;  research 
and  development  facilities  in 
the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at 
the  Naval  Air  Turbine  Test 
Station,  Trenton,  New  Jersey; 
and  navigational  aids  in  the 
amount  of  $400,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey 
Island,  Washington,  that  are 
contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “Con¬ 
tinental  United  States” 
and  subheading  “aviation 
facilities”  of  the  Act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535, 
540),  as  amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  avi¬ 
ation  ordnance  facilities  in 
the  amount  of  $2,638,000 
that  is  contained  in  title  II, 
section  202,  of  the  Act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535, 
543),  as  amended. 
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The  Act  of  June  17,  1950  (64  Stat. 

236)  (Public  Law  564,  81st  Con¬ 
gress) 

(Sec.  408:)  (Sec.  508:) 

(a)  There  is  hereby  rescinded,  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of 
as  of  December  31,  1949,  any  au-  June  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  236,  245), 
thority  conferred  by  any  Act  of  is  hereby  repealed. 

Congress  enacted  prior  to  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  the  Eightieth  Congress 
to  proceed  with  any  project  or 
projects  for  the  establishment  or 
development  of  military,  naval, 
or  air-force  installations  and  facil¬ 
ities  by  the  construction,  installa¬ 
tion,  or  equipment  of  temporary 
or  permanent  public  works,  unless 
funds  to  be  used  for  the  exercise 
of  such  authority  have  been  appro¬ 
priated  on  or  before  December  31, 

1949. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  a 
report  to  the  Congress  at  the 
beginning  of  the  first  session  of  the 
Eighty-second  Congress,  and  at 
the  beginning  of  the  first  session  of 
each  succeeding  Congress,  listing 
all  projects  for  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military,  naval, 
or  air-force  installations  and  facil¬ 
ities  by  the  construction,  installa¬ 
tion,  or  equipment  of  temporary 
or  permanent  public  works  which 
have  been  authorized  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  subsequent  to  the  beginning 
of  the  Eightieth  Congress  and  for 
which  adequate  funds  for  the 
completion  thereof  have  not  been 
appropriated.  The  report  shall 
include  any  recommendations 
which  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
deems  appropriate  with  respect 
to  the  rescission  of  all,  or  any 
portion,  of  the  authority  to  pro¬ 
ceed  with  any  such  project. 

(c)  Nothing  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section  shall  be 
deemed  to  relate  to  any  project 
authorized  to  be  prosecuted  by 
the  Department  of  the  Army  in 
the  exercise  of  the  civilian  func¬ 
tions  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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The  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69 
Stat.  324),  as  amended  (Public 
Law  161,  84  th  Congress) 

(Sec.  515:) 

During  the  fiscal  years  1957, 
1958,  and  1959,  the  Secretaries  of 
the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force, 
respectively,  are  authorized  to 
lease  housing  facilities  at  or  near 
military  tactical  installations  for 
assignment  as  public  quarters  to 
military  personnel  and  their  de¬ 
pendents,  if  any,  without  rental 
charge  upon  a  determination  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his 
designee,  that  there  is  a  lack  of 
adequate  housing  facilities  at  or 
near  such  military  tactical  instal¬ 
lations.  Such  housing  facilities 
shall  be  leased  on  a  family  or  indi¬ 
vidual  unit  basis  and  not  more 
than  five  thousand  of  such  units 
may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time. 
Expenditures  for  the  rental  of 
such  housing  facilities  may  be 
made  out  of  appropriations  avail¬ 
able  for  maintenance  and  opera¬ 
tion  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such  unit. 


The  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991)  (Public  Law  968, 
84  th  Congress) 

(Sec.  406:) 

The  Secretaries  of  the  military 
departments  may  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land,  not  exceed¬ 
ing  $5,000  in  cost  (exclusive  of 
administrative  costs  and  deficiency 
judgment  awards),  which  the  Sec¬ 
retary  concerned  determines  to  be 
urgently  required  in  the  interests 
of  national  defense.  The  author¬ 
ity  under  this  section  may  not, 
however,  be  used  to  acquire  more 
than  one  parcel  of  land  unless  the 
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(Sec.  509:) 

Sec.  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as 

amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years 
1958  through  and  including  1961, 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facili¬ 
ties  at  or  near  military  tactical 
installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if 
any,  without  rental  charge  upon 
a  determination  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing 
facilities  at  or  near  such  military 
tactical  installations.  Such  hous¬ 
ing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and 
not  more  than  five  thousand  of 
such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any 
one  time.  Expenditures  for  the 
rental  of  such  housing  facilities 
may  be  made  out  of  appropria¬ 
tions  available  for  maintenance 
and  operation  but  may  not  exceed 
$150  a  month  for  any  such  unit.” 


(Sec.  510:) 

Section  406  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 
1015),  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary 
of  a  military  department  may 
acquire  any  interest  in  land  that — - 
“(1)  he  or  his  designee  deter¬ 
mines  is  needed  in  the  interest 
of  national  defense;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than 
$25,000  (exclusive  of  adminis- 
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parcels  are  noncontiguous  or,  if 
contiguous,  do  not  exceed  $5,000 
in  total  cost. 


The  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991)  (Public  Law  968,  84th 
Congress) 

(Sec.  408:) 

(a)  Under  such  regulations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense,  the  Secretaries  of 
the  military  departments  may  ex¬ 
pend  out  of  appropriations  avail¬ 
able  for  military  construction  such 
amounts  as  may  be  required  for 
the  establishment  and  develop¬ 
ment  of  military  installations  and 
facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing  (except  family  quarters),  con¬ 
verting,  extending,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public 
works  determined  to  be  urgently 
required,  including  site  prepara¬ 
tion,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment,  for  projects  not  other¬ 
wise  authorized  by  law  when  the 
cost  of  the  project  is  not  in  excess 
of  $200,000,  subject  to  the  follow¬ 
ing  limitations: 

(1)  No  such  project,  the 
cost  of  which  is  in  excess  of 
$50,000,  shall  be  authorized 
unless  approved  in  advance 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(2)  No  such  project,  the 
cost  of  which  is  in  excess  of 
$25,000  shall  be  authorized 
unless  approved  in  advance 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  department  concerned. 

(3)  Not  more  than  one 
allotment  may  be  made  for 
any  project  authorized  under 
this  section. 

(4)  The  cost  of  conversion 
of  existing  structures  to  fam¬ 
ily  quarters  may  not  exceed 
$50,000  in  any  fiscal  year  at 
any  single  facility. 
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trative  costs  and  the  amounts 
of  any  deficiency  judgments). 
This  section  does  not  authorize 
the  acquisition,  as  part  of  the 
same  project,  of  two  or  more 
contiguous  parcels  of  land  that 
together  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 


(Sec.  511:) 

Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 
1016),  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsection  at  the 
end  thereof: 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a 
project  is  urgently  required  shall 
be  necessary  for  projects,  the  cost 
of  which  is  not  in  excess  of  $5,000.” 
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(b)  The  Secretaries  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  departments  may  expend  out 
of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation 
amounts  necessary  to  accomplish 
a  project  which,  except  for  the 
fact  that  its  cost  does  not  exceed 
$25,000,  would  otherwise  be  auth¬ 
orized  to  be  accomplished  under 
subsection  (a). 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  each  de¬ 
partment  shall  report  in  detail 
semiannually  to  the  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committees  of  the  Senate  and 
the  House  of  Representatives  with 
respect  to  the  exercise  of  the 
authorities  granted  by  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

(d)  Section  26  of  the  Act  of 
August  2,  1946  (60  Stat.  853,  856; 
34  U.  S.  C.  559),  is  repealed. 

The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 

Stat.  531)  (Public  Law  85-241) 

(Sec.  406 :) 

(a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  other  law,  and 
effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family 
housing  units  (other  than  housing 
units  required  to  be  acquired  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
404  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955)  shall  be  contracted  for  or 
acquired  at  or  in  support  of  mili¬ 
tary  installations  or  activities  un¬ 
less  the  actual  number  of  units 
involved  has  been  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  an  annual  military 
construction  authorization  act. 

(b)  Effective  July  1,  1958,  the 
provisions  of  section  419,  Public 
Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
second  session,  are  hereby 
repealed. 
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(Sec.  512:) 

Subsection  (a)  of  section  046  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531,  556),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  any  other  law,  and  effec¬ 
tive  July  1,  1958,  no  family  hous¬ 
ing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  or 
acquired  at  or  in  support  of  mili¬ 
tary  installations  or  activities  un¬ 
less  the  actual  number  of  units 
involved  has  been  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  by  an  annual  military 
construction  authorization  Act  ex¬ 
cept  (1)  housing  units  required  to 
be  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  404  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2) 
housing  units  leased,  utilizing 
available  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  appropriations,  for  terms 
of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or 
not,  or  for  terms  of  not  more  than 
five  years  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  417  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 
1018);  and  (3)  rental  guaranty 
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family  housing  authorized  under 
section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622). 


Title  10,  United  States  Code 
(Sec.  2662:) 


(Sec.  513:) 


Real  property  transactions:  (a)  Section  2662,  Title  10, 

agreement  with  Armed  Services  United  States  Code,  is  repealed. 
Committees;  reports. 

(a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military 
department,  or  his  designee,  must 
come  to  an  agreement  with  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives  before  entering 
into  any  of  the  following  trans¬ 
actions  by  or  for  the  use  of  that 
department: 

(1)  An  acquisition  of  fee  title 
to  any  real  property,  if  the  esti¬ 
mated  price  is  more  than 
$25,000. 

(2)  A  lease  of  any  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  United  States,  if  the 
estimated  annual  rental  is  more 
than  $25,000. 

(3)  A  lease  of  real  property 
owned  by  the  United  States, 
if  the  estimated  annual  rental  is 
more  than  $25,000. 

(4)  A  transfer  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  owned  by  the  United  States 
to  another  Federal  agency  or 
another  military  department  or 
to  a  State,  if  the  estimated  value 
is  more  than  $25,000. 

(5)  A  report  of  excess  real 
property  owned  by  the  United 
States  to  a  disposal  agency,  if 
the  estimated  value  is  more  than 
$25,000. 

If  a  transaction  covered  by  clause 
(1)  or  (2)  is  part  of  a  project,  the 
agreement  must  be  based  on  the 
general  plan  for  that  project,  in¬ 
cluding  an  estimate  of  the  total 
cost  of  the  lands  to  be  acquired  or 
leases  to  be  made. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  each  mili¬ 
tary  department  shall  report  quar¬ 
terly  to  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  trans¬ 
actions  described  in  subsection  (a) 
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that  involve  an  estimated  value  of 
more  than  $5,000  but  not  more 
than  $25,000. 

(c)  This  section  applies  only  to 
real  property  in  the  United  States, 
Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico. 
It  does  not  apply  to  real  property 
for  river  and  harbor  projects  or 
flood-control  projects,  or  to  leases 
of  Government-owned  real  prop¬ 
erty  for  agricultural  or  grazing 
purposes. 

(d)  A  statement  in  an  instru¬ 
ment  of  conveyance,  including  a 
lease,  that  the  requirements  of 
this  section  have  been  met,  or  that 
the  conveyance  is  not  subject  to 
this  section,  is  conclusive. 

Analysis  of  Chapter  159,  Title  10, 
United  States  Code 

Chapter  159. — Real  Property;  Related 
Personal  Property;  and  Lease  of  Non- 
Excess  Property 

Sec. 

2661.  Planning  and  construction  of  pub¬ 

lic  works  projects  by  military 
departments. 

2662.  Real  property  transactions:  agree¬ 

ment  with  Armed  Services 
Committees;  reports. 

2663.  Acquisition. 

2664.  Acquisition  of  property  for  lum¬ 

ber  production. 

2665.  Sale  of  certain  interests  in  land; 

logs. 

2666.  Acquisition:  land  purchase  con¬ 

tracts;  limitation  on  commis¬ 
sion. 

2667.  Leases:  non-excess  property. 

2668.  Easements  for  rights-of-way. 

2669.  Easements  for  rights-of-way:  gas, 

water,  sewer  pipe  lines. 

2670.  Licenses:  military  installations; 

erection  and  use  of  buildings; 
American  National  Red  Cross. 

The  Act  of  August  10,  1956  (70A 
Stat.  636) 

(Sec.  43 :) 

(a)  The  Administrator  of  the 
Federal  Civil  Defense  Administra¬ 
tion,  or  his  designee,  must  come  to 
an  agreement  with  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives 
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(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  159, 
Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the 
following  item.: 

“2662.  Real  property  transactions: 

agreement  with  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committees;  reports.” 


(c)  Section  43  of  the  Act  of 
August  10,  1956  (70A  Stat,  636), 
is  repealed. 
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before  entering  into  any  of  the 
following  transactions  by  or  for 
the  use  of  that  administration : 

(1)  An  acquisition  of  fee  title 
to  any  real  property,  if  the 
estimated  price  is  more  than 
$25,000. 

(2)  A  lease  of  any  real  prop¬ 
erty  to  the  United  States,  if  the 
estimated  annual  rental  is  more 
than  $25,000. 

(3)  A  lease  of  real  property 
owned  by  the  United  States,  if 
the  estimated  annual  rental  is 
more  than  $25,000. 

(4)  A  transfer  of  real  prop¬ 
erty  owned  by  the  United  States 
to  another  Federal  agency  or  to 
a  State,  if  the  estimated  value  is 
more  than  $25,000. 

(5)  A  report  of  excess  real 
property  owned  by  the  United 
States  to  a  disposal  agency,  if 
the  estimated  value  is  more  than 
$25,000. 

If  a  transaction  covered  by  clause 
(1)  or  (2)  is  part  of  a  project,  the 
agreement  must  be  based  on  the 
general  plan  for  that  project,  in¬ 
cluding  an  estimate  of  the  total 
cost  of  the  lands  to  be  acquired  or 
leases  to  be  made. 

(b)  The  Administrator  shall  re¬ 
port  quarterly  to  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  the  House  of  Representatives 
on  transactions  described  in  sub¬ 
section  (a)  that  involve  an  esti¬ 
mated  value  of  more  than  $5,000 
but  not  more  than  $25,000. 

(c)  This  section  applies  only  to 
real  property  in  the  United  States, 

Alaska,  Hawaii,  and  Puerto  Rico. 

It  does  not  apply  to  real  property 
for  river  and  harbor  projects  or 
flood-control  projects,  or  to  leases 
of  Government-owned  real  prop¬ 
erty  for  agricultural  or  grazing 
purposes. 

(d)  A  statement  in  an  instru¬ 
ment  of  conveyance,  including  a 
lease,  that  the  requirements  of  this 
section  have  been  met,  or  that  the 
conveyance  is  not  subject  to  this 
section,  is  conclusive. 
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In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  bill  also  provides  additional  mone¬ 
tary  authorization  to  correct  deficiencies  in  authorization  for  certain 
projects  authorized  under  previous  Military  Construction  Acts. 
There  follows  a  listing  by  individual  project  and  Public  Law  of  the 
amounts  previously  authorized  and  the  amounts  as  changed  by  the  bill : 


Public  Law 

Section 

Installation 

Existing 

amount 

authorized 

As  amended 
by  bill 

Section 
of  bill 

Public  Law  209,  83d  Cong _ 

101 

Pueblo  Ordnance  Depot, 
Colo. 

$563, 000 

$600, 000 

105 

Public  Law  161,  84th  Cong _ 

101 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala _ 

2,  865, 000 

4, 180  000 

106 

1)0 _ _ _ 

101 

Fort  Monmouth,  N.  .T  _ _ 

615, 000 

731, 000 

106 

Do . 

101 

Vint  Hill  Farms  Station,  Va. 

695, 000 

1, 022, 000 

106 

Do _ _ 

101 

Granite  City  Engineer 
Depot,  Ill. 

1, 822, 000 

2,  815, 000 

106 

Do _ 

1  101 

Walter  Reed  Army  Medical 
Center,  D.  C. 

4, 472, 000 

6,  714, 000 

106 

Do-... . . . 

101 

Fort  George  G.  Meade.Md.. 

923, 000 

1,264,000 

106 

Do _ _ _ 

101 

Fort  Bliss,  Tex _  .  _ 

4, 645, 000 
3, 053, 000 
1, 407, 000 
756, 000 

4, 965, 000 
3,  454,  000 

1, 742. 000 
1, 171, 000 

106 

Do.': . . . . 

101 

Fort  Sill,  Okla .  _ _ _ 

106 

Do _ _ 

101 

Fort  Ord,  Calif _  _ 

106 

Do _ _ _ 

101 

U.  S.  Military  Academy, 
N.  Y. 

106 

Public  Law  968,  84tb  Cong.... 

101 

White  Sands  Proving 
Grounds,  N.  Mex. 

093, 000 

735,000 

107 

Do . . . . 

101 

Camp  Detrick,  Md _  __ 

913, 000 
867, 000 

1, 074, 000 
1,044,000 

107 

Do _ _ _ 

101 

Dugway  Proving  Ground, 
Utah. 

107 

Do . . 

101 

Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz__ . 

6, 856, 000 
492, 000 
1, 231,  000 
54, 000 
5, 885, 000 

7,  576,  000 

107 

Do . . 

101 

Fort  Belvoir,  Va . . 

940,  000 

107 

Do . . . 

101 

Fort  Eustis,  Va _ 

1. 436. 000 

107 

Do . . 

101 

Fort  Dix,  N.  J _ 

68.  000 

107 

Do _ _ 

101 

Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Md. 

7, 695, 000 

107 

Do . 

101 

Fort  Benning,  Qa _ 

422,  000 
397, 000 

2,  457, 000 
1,  519,  000 

3,  022,  000 
223, 000 
352, 000 

616.  000 

107 

Do . . 

101 

Fort  McClellan,  Ala__ . . 

527.  000 

107 

Do . . . . . 

101 

Fort  Hood,  Tex _ 

2,  846, 000 

1.  892.  000 

107 

Do . 

101 

Fort  Riley,  Kans . . 

107 

Do . . . 

101 

Fort  Lewis,  Wash . 

3,  596.  000 

107 

Do . . . . 

101 

Fort  Ord,  Calif . . 

319, 000 

1  7 

Do . . . 

101 

Wildwood  Station,  Kenai 
(Alaska  area). 

,  516, 000 

107 

Public  Law  85-241 . . 

101 

Cold  Regions  Laboratory, 
New  Hampshire. 

2,  496,  000 

3,  787, 000 

108 

Public  Law  534,  82d  Cong _ 

201 

Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk, 
Va. 

12, 815, 000 

13,  979, 000 

205 

Public  Law  534,  83d  Con^ . 

1  202 

Classified  installations _ 

70, 656, 000 
048,  000 

72,  785. 000 

206 

Public  Law  161,  84th  Cong.... 

201 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  Calif. 

778.  000 

207 

Do . . - 

201 

Naval  Underwater  Ord¬ 
nance  Station,  Newport, 
R.  I. 

370,000 

411,000 

207 

Do _ _ 

201 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana, 
Guam. 

6, 525,  COO 

9, 006, 000 

207 

Do _ _ _ 

201 

Naval  Station,  Argentia, 
Newfoundland. 

8, 589. 800 

9, 089,  800 

207 

Public  Law  968,  84th  Cong _ 

201 

Naval  Station,  Newport, 
R.  I. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Chase  Field,  Tex. 

11, 672, 000 

14, 601, 000 

208 

Do . — . . . 

201 

2, 247, 000 

2, 569, 000 

208 

Do . . . . . - 

201 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Meridian,  Miss. 

8,231,000 

9, 141, 000 

208 

Do _ _ _ _ 

201 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
Cherry  Point,  N.  C. 

170, 000 

273, 000 

208 

Do . . . 

201 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training 
Center,  Dam  Neck,  Va. 

237,000 

300, 000 

208 

Do _ _ _ 

201 

Naval  Training  Center, 
Great  Lakes,  Ill. 

8, 413,  COO 

10,613, 000 

208 

Do . . . - . — . 

201 

Naval  Hospital,  Great 
Lakes,  Ill. 

12,  730, 000 

14,754,000 

208 

Do _ 

i  203 

Classiliod  installations  _ 

85, 939, 000 

0, 076, 000 

86,711,000 
G,  522, 000 

208 

Public  Law  161,  81th  Cong _ 

301 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Mass.. 

305 

Do _ _ _ _ _ 

1301 

Wright-Pntterson  Air  Force 
Base,  Ohio. 

14, 508, 000 

15, 800, 000 

305 

Public  Law  968,  84th  Cong _ 

i  301 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport, 
Minn. 

1, 469, 000 

1, 636, 000 

306 

Do _ 

301 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Mass.. 

11, 577,  000 

13, 341, 000 

306 

Do . . . 

301 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Utah... 

1,339,000 

4,  087,  000 

1, 661, 000 

5, 301, 000 

306 

Do.... _ _ 

301 

James  Connally  Air  Force 
Base,  Tex. 

306 

Do _ _ 

i  301 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base, 
Mont. 

1, 586, 000 

1, 726, 000 

306 

1  As  amended  by  Public  Law  85— 241 . 
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As  amended 

Section 

Public  Law 

Section 

Installation 

amount 

authorized 

by  bill 

of  bill 

Public  Law  85-241 _ 

301 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base, 
Mont. 

$2, 048, 000 

$2, 390, 000 

307 

Do _ 

301 

Grandview  Air  Force  Base, 
Mo. 

1, 100, 000 

1, 348, 000 

307 

Do _ 

301 

Minot  Air  Force  Base, 

6, 804, 000 

8, 507, 000 

307 

N.  Dak. 

Do _ _ 

301 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Mass.. 
Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.. 
Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.. 
Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 

559, 000 
899, 000 
460,  000 
3, 344, 000 

615, 000 
1, 128, 000 
637, 000 
3, 633, 000 

307 

Do _ _ 

301 

307 

Do _ 

301 

307 

Do _ 

301 

307 

La. 

Do _ 

301 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Calif. 
MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
Fla. 

7, 458, 000 
936, 000 

9, 087, 000 

1, 268, 000 

307 

Do _ 

301 

307 

Do _ 

301 

Portsmouth  Ah'  Force  Base, 
N.  H. 

2, 344, 000 

2, 947, 000 

307 

Do.._ . . . . . 

301 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 
Mo. 

235, 000 

306, 000 

307 

Public  Law  85-325 . 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force 

895, 000 

1,892,000 

308 

Base,  N.  Dak. 

Do _ 

>1 

Minot  Air  Force  Base, 

N.  Dak. 

867, 000 

1, 479, 000 ' 

308 

Do _ 

si 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force 

4, 380, 000 

5, 479, 000 

308 

Base,  Idaho. 

Do . . 

si 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebr. 

690, 000 

969, 000 

308 

!  Under  the  heading  "Alert  and  Dispersal  of  Strategic  Air  Command  Forces.” 


The  above  increases  in  monetary  authorization  for  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  prior  Military  Construction  Acts  require  the  following  changes 
to  be  made  in  the  General  Provisions  of  such  Acts  as  follows : 
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The  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat. 
606)  (Public  Law  534,  82cl  Con¬ 
gress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  402:) 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  of 
money  as  may  be  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  not  to  exceed— 

(2)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  bv  title  II:  Inside  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  $139,- 
143,000;  outside  continental 
United  States,  $32,295,000; 
classified  facilities,  $95,489,000; 
or  a  total  of  $266,927,000; 

t 

The  Act  of  August  7,  1953  (67 
Stat.  440)  (Public  Law  209,  83d 
Congress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  502:) 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  of 
money  as  may  be  necessary  to 


THE  BILL 


(Sec.  205  (b):) 

Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  402  the  amounts  “$139,- 
143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$140,307,‘000”,  and 
“$268,091,000”. 


(Sec.  105  (b) :) 

Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
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accomplish  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  not  to  exceed — 

(1)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  by  title  I:  Inside  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  $44,407,- 
000;  outside  continental  United 
States,  $20,560,000;  classified 
facilities,  $69,108,000;  or  a  total 
of  $134,075,000; 

The  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat. 
535)  (Public  Law  534,  83d  Con¬ 
gress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  502 :) 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  of 
money  as  may  be  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  not  to  exceed — 


(2)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  by  title  II:  Inside  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  $103,- 
555,000;  outside  continental 
United  States,  $36,493,000;  clas¬ 
sified  installations  and  facilities, 
$70,656,000;  or  a  total  of  $210,- 
704,000; 

The  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat. 
324)  (Public  Law  161,  84th 
Congress),  as  amended 

(Sec.  502 :) 

There  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  such  sums  of 
money  as  may  be  necessary  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  not  to  exceed — 

(1)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  by  title  I:  Inside  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  $237,320,- 
000;  outside  continental  United 
States,  $75,074,000;  section  102, 
$223,993,000;  section  103,  $10,- 
000,000;  or  a  total  of  $546,387,- 
000; 


THE  BILL 

section  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,- 
000“  and  “$134,075,000“  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,- 
000“  and  “$134,112,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 


(Sec.  206(b):) 

Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$70,656,- 
000",  and  “$210,704,000“  and  in¬ 
serting  respectively  in  place  there¬ 
of  “$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,- 
000”. 


(Sec.  106  (b):) 

Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$237,- 
320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,- 
125,000”  and  “$553,192,000”,  re¬ 
spectively. 
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(2)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  by  title  II:  Inside  conti¬ 
nental  United  State,  $308,- 
463,000;  outside  continental 
United  States,  $108,365,000; 
section  202,  $152,763,000;  sec¬ 
tion  203,  $6,000,000;  or  a  total 
of  $575,592,300; 


(3)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  by  title  III:  Inside  conti¬ 
nental  United  States,  $824,300,- 
000;  outside  continental  United 
States,  $533,539,000;  section 
302,  $5,000,000;  section  303, 
$350,000;  or  a  total  of  $1,363,- 
189,000 ;  and 

(4)  for  public  works  author¬ 
ized  by  title  IV ;  $54,500,000 

The  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991)  (Public  Law  968, 
84th  Cong.),  as  amended. 

(Sec.  402 :) 

There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this 
Act,  but  appropriations  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  and  III  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I :  Inside  the  United 
States,  $95,010,000;  outside  the 
United  States,  $35,763,000;  sec¬ 
tion  102,  $203,331,000;  or  a  total 
of  $334,104,000; 


(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $303,453,000; 
outside  the  United  States, 
$62,001,000;  section  203, 
$85,939,000;  or  a  total  of 
$451,393,000; 


THE  BILL 

(Sec.  207  (c):) 

Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “308,463,- 
600”,  “$108,365,000”,  and  $575,- 
592,300”  and  inserting  respec¬ 
tively  in  place  thereof  “$308,634,- 
600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  $578,- 
801,300”. 

(Sec.  305  (b):) 

Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
bv  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$824,- 
300,000”  and  “$1,363,189,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,- 
038,000”  and  “$1,364,927,000”, 
respectively. 


(Sec.  107  (c) :) 

Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$95,010,- 
000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and  “$334,- 
104,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$100,343,000”,  “$35,927,- 
000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

(Sec.  208  (c):) 

Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of 
section  402  the  amounts 
“$303,453,000”,  “$85,939,000”, 

and  “$451,393,000”  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$312,004,000”,  “$86,711,000”, 

and  “$460,706,000”. 
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(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $811,342,000; 
outside  the  United  States 
$423,608,000;  section  302  (a), 
$163,000,000;  section  302  (b), 
$50,000,000  or  a  total  of 
$1,447,950,000. 


The  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531)  (Public  Law  85-241) 

(Sec.  502 :) 

There  are  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of 
this  Act,  but  appropriations,  for 
public  works  projects  authorized 
by  Title  I,  II,  and  III  shall  not 
exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $115,624,000; 
outside  the  United  States,  $34,- 
477,000;  section  102,  $143,002,- 
000;  or  a  total  of  $293,103,000; 


(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the 
United  States,  $394,076,000; 
outside  the  United  States,  $  1 60,- 
705,000;  section  302,  $47,000,- 
000;  or  a  total  of  $601,781,000. 


The  Act  of  February  12,  1958  (72 

Stat.  11)  (Public  Law  85-325) 

(Sec.  3:) 

There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  sec¬ 
tions  1  and  2  of  this  Act  but 
appropriations  for  public  works 
projects  authorized  by  those  sec¬ 
tions  may  not  exceed  $549,670,000. 


(Sec.  306  (b):) 

Public  Law  968,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  clause  (3)  of  section  402 
the  amounts  “$811,342,000”  and 
“$1,447,950,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and 
“$1,450,957,000”,  respectively. 


(Sec.  108  (b):) 

Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$115,624,000” 
and  “$293,103,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$116,915,000” 
and  “$294,394,000.” 

(Sec.  307  (b) :) 

Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$394,076,000” 
and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000” 
and  “$607,460,000”,  respectively. 


(Sec.  308  (b) :) 

Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fith 
Congress,  is  amended  by  striking- 
out  in  section  3  the  amount 
“$549,670,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$552,657,000”. 
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Title  10,  United  States  Code 

Sec.  2233.  Acquisition. 

(a)  Subject  to  sections  2234, 
2235,  2236,  and  2238  of  this  title 
and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section 
and  after  consulting  the  Commit¬ 
tees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Repres¬ 
entatives,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may — 

(1)  acquire  by  purchase, 
lease,  or  transfer,  and  con¬ 
struct,  expand,  rehabilitate, 
or  convert  and  equip,  such 
facilities  as  he  determines  to 
be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  chapter; 

(2)  contribute  to  any  State 
or  Territory,  Puerto  Rico,  or 
the  District  of  Columbia  such 
amounts  as  he  determines  to 
be  necessary  to  expand,  re¬ 
habilitate,  or  convert  facilities 
owned  by  it  for  use  jointly  by 
units  of  two  or  more  of  the 
reserve  components  of  the 
armed  forces; 

(3)  contribute  to  any  State 
or  Territory,  Puerto  Rico  or 
the  District  of  Columbia  such 
amounts  as  he  determines  to 
be  necessary  to  expand,  re¬ 
habilitate,  or  convert  facilities 
owned  by  it  (or  to  acquire, 
construct,  expand,  rehabili¬ 
tate,  or  convert  additional 
facilities)  made  necessary  by 
the  conversion,  redesignation, 
or  reorganization  of  units  of 
the  Army  National  Guard  of 
the  United  States  or  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United 
States  authorized  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  military  depart¬ 
ment  concerned;  and 

(4)  contribute  to  any  State 
or  Territory,  Puerto  Rico,  or 
the  District  of  Columbia  such 
amounts  for  the  acquisition, 
construction,  expansion,  re¬ 
habilitation,  or  conversion  by 
it  of  additional  facilities  as  he 


(Sec.  601:) 

(1)  That  part  of  section  2233 
(a)  that  precedes  clause  (1)  thereof 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
"Sec.  2233.  Acquisition 

“(a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a, 
2234,  2235,  and  2238  of  this  title 
and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  may — ” 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


69 


EXISTING  LAW 


THE  BILL 


determines  to  be  required  by 
an  increase  in  the  strength  of 
the  Army  National  Guard  of 
the  United  States  or  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United 
States. 

(b)  Title  to  property  acquired 
under  subsection  (a)  (1)  vested  in 
the  United  States. 

(c)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  delegate  any  of  his  authority 
or  functions  under  this  chapter  to 
any  department,  agency,  or  officer 
of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

(d)  The  expenses  of  leasing 
property  under  subsection  (a)  (1) 
may  be  paid  from  appropriations 
available  for  the  payment  of  rent. 

(Sec.  601:) 

(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  sub¬ 
sections  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  procure  advance  planning, 
construction  design,  and  archi¬ 
tectural  services  in  connection 
with  facilities  to  be  established 
or  developed  under  this  chapter 
which  are  not  otherwise  authorized 
by  law.” 

“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by 
subsection  (a)  shall  not  be  con¬ 
sidered  ‘military  public  works’ 
under  the  provisions  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  construction  authorization 
acts  that  repeal  prior  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  military  public  works.” 

(Subsec.  (d),  which  was  added  by  sec.  414  of  the  act  of  August  3, 
1956,  has  not  yet  been  codified,  but  its  inclusion  in  the  code  is  provided 
by  sec.  1  (39)  of  H.  R.  8943,  85th  Cong.) 
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National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of 
1950 

Sec.  3.  Subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  4  of  this  Act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  may,  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $580,000,000  over  a 
period  of  the  next  eight  fiscal  years 
commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951, 
after  consultation  with  the  respec¬ 
tive  Armed  Services  Committees 
of  the  Congress — - 

(a)  acquire  by  purchase,  lease, 
or  transfer,  construct,  expand, 
rehabilitate,  convert,  and  equip 
such  facilities  as  he  shall  deter¬ 
mine  to  be  necessary  to  effectu¬ 
ate  the  purposes  of  this  chapter, 
except  that  expenditures  for  the 
leasing  of  property  for  such 
purposes  may  be  made  from 
appropriations  otherwise  avail¬ 
able  for  the  payment  of  rentals 
and  without  regard  to  the  mone¬ 
tary  limitation  otherwise  im¬ 
posed  by  this  section; 

(Sec.  3  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended, 
has  been  codified  as  sec.  2233  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  the 
extent  that  it  was  permanent  law.  The  above  amendment  deletes 
time  and  money  limitations  which  were  not  codified.) 

Summary  of  Military  Public  Works  and  Reserve  Facilities 

for  Fiscal  Year  1959 

CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES 


Alabama _  $16,  132,  000 


Army: 

Redstone  Arsenal _  8,  529,  000 

Fort  McClellan _ _  3,  505,  000 

Fort  Rucker _  2,  406,  000 

Air  Force: 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile _  975,  000 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma _  400,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Ashford _ _  70,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bates  Field,  Mobile _  97,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Birmingham  Municipal  Airport _  150,  000 


Arizona -  -  15,  902,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Huaehuca _  9,  098,  000 

Yuma  Test  Station _ _  173,  000 

Air  Force: 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson _  _  4,  174,  000 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix _  441,  000 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler _  .  1,  361,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix _  655,  000 


Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the 
National  Defense  Facilities  Act 
of  1950,  as  amended  by  paragraph 
(a)  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955, 
chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29, 
1957,  Public  Law  85-215  (71  Stat. 
489),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  “in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $580,000,000  over  a  period 
of  the  next  eight  fiscal  years 
commencing  with  fiscal  year 
1951,”. 

Sec.  602.  (b)  Section  3  (a)  of 
the  National  Defense  Facilities 
Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  section 
414  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956, 
chapter  939  (70  Stat.  1018),  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the 
words  “and  without  regard  to  the 
monetary  limitation  otherwise  im¬ 
posed  by  this  section”. 
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Arkansas - - -  $5,  162,  000 


Air  Force: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville _  1,  654,  000 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock _  3,  463,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Berryville _  45,  000 


■California _  91,  208,  000 


Army: 

Bay  wood  Park - - -  144,  000 

Fort  Ord _  4,  733,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda _  114,  000 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow _  280,  000 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton _  5,  138,  000 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake _  129,  000 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord _ _  2,  517,  000 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona _  510,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing _  47,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore _  15,  823,  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach _  6,  000,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island _  7,  000,  000 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland _  146,  000 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu _  13,  841,  000 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego _  206,  000 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego _ _  4,  199,  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco _  766,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana _  2,  158,  000 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms _  241,  000 

Air  Force: 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville _  7,  868,  000 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced _  4,  578,  000 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc _  981,  000 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville _  536,  000 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside _  3,  344,  000 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  213,  000 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  560,  000 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino _  658,  000 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Oxnard _  122,  000 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield _  2,  997,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Hollister _  105,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Salinas _  164,  000 

Stockton  _ _ * _  164,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos _  1,  992,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Alameda _  128,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward _  99,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena _  295,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port  Chicago _  94,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San 

Jose _ . _  78,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport _  113,  000 

Ontario  International  Airport _  127,  000 


Colorado _  6,  514,  000 


Army:  Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital _  862,  000 

Air  Force:  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver _  5,  000,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver _  652,  000 
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Connecticut _  _  $2,  407,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London _  2,  247,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks _  160,  000 


Delaware _  2,  874,  000 


Air  Force:  Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover _  2,  874,  000 


District  of  Columbia _  842,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Research  Laboratory _  192,  000 

Naval  receiving  station _  650,  000 


Florida _  43,  253,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field _  1,  252,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville _  74,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport _  9,  892,  000 

Naval  outlying  field,  Whitehouse  Field _  142,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field _  4,  679,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso _  10,  109,  000 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead _  1,  489,  000 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa _  3,  577,  000 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando _  5,  137,  000 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa _  2,  884,  000 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City _  3,  992,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center, 

St.  Petersburg _  26,  000 


Georgia _  18,  862,  000 


Army:  Fort  Benning _  3,  454,  000 

Air  Force: 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta _  172,  000 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah _  4,  493,  000 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon _ 4,  362,  000 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany _  5,  474,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Calhoun _  110,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air 

Force  Base),  Atlanta _  480,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Travis  Field,  Savannah _  317,  000 


Idaho _  1,  096,  000 


Air  Force:  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home.  1,  039,  000 
Army  National  Guard:  Rigby _  57,  000 


Illinois _  4,  666,  000 


Army:  Rock  Island  Arsenal _  570,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes _  1,  368,  000 

Air  Force: 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville _  423,  000 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Rantoul _  640,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Galesburg _  157,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview _  179,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Moline _  152,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield _  78,  000 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago _  1,  099,  000 
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Indiana -  $12,  236,  000 


Army:  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison _  783,  000 

Air  Force:  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru _  7,  996,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Valparaiso _  188,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Electronics 

Facility,  Bloomington _  95,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  3,  174,  000 


Iowa _  270,  000 


Army  National  Guard:  Camp  Dodge _  120,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Electronics 

Facility,  Iowa  City _  97,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport., _  53,  000 


Kansas _  9,  904,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Leavenworth _  1,  076,  000 

Fort  Riley _  1,  084,  000 

Air  Force: 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka _  2,  703,  000 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita _  2,  119,  000 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina _  2,  352,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe _  570,  000 


Kentucky _  2,  292,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Knox _  516,  000 

Fort  Campbell _  847,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Middleboro _  130,000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facil¬ 
ity,  Danville _  84,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Standiford  Field,  Louisville _  715,  000 


Louisiana _  11,  285,  000 


Air  Force: 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport _  _  4,  280,  000 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles _  3,  401,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Camp  Beauregard _  325,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  < 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender),  New  Orleans _  2,  447,  000 

Communications  Facility,  New  Orleans _  210,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender),  New 

Orleans _  622,  000 


Maine _  56,  489,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County _  38,  654,  000 

Air  Force: 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick _  11,  417,  000 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor _  2,  404,  000 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone _ - _  3,  774,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

South  Portland _  150,  000 

Augusta _  90,  000 
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Maryland _  $68,  590,  000 


Army: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground _  2,  697,  000 

Army  Chemical  Center _  2,  051,  000 

Army  Map  Service _  1,  913,  000 

Fort  Detrick _  795,  000 

Fort  Meade _  498,  000 

Fort  Ritchie _  43,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 

Springs _  17,  666,  000 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis _  14,  200,  000 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda _  8,  503,  000 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak _  601,  000 

Air  Force:  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs _  18,  937,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center, 

White  Oak _  557,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs..  129,  000 


Massachusetts _  7,  659,  000 


Army:  Fort  Devens _  171,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham _  694,  000 

Air  Force: 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford _  165,  000 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth _  3,  689,  000 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls _  1,  345,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Agawam _  170,  000 

Whitman _  170,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth _  407,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Boston _  108,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Barnes  Field,  Westfield _  740,  000 


Michigan _  40,  236,  000 


Army:  Detroit  Arsenal _  5,  666,  000 

Air  Force: 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie _  9,  948,  000 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette _  10,  673,  000 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens _  3,  579,  000 

WurtBmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda _  8,  696,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Sturgis _  220,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He....  147,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena _  171,  000 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek _  1,  136,  000 


Minnesota _  3,  279,  000 


Air  Force:  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth _  2,  649,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Northwest  St.  Paul _  130,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel.  500,  000 
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Mississippi _  $17,  503,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian _  14,  940,  000 

Air  Force: 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  1,  939,  000 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville _  208,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Ackerman _  54,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport..  362,  000 


Missouri _  8,  208,  000 


Air  Force: 

Richard  Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City _  2,  799,  000 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster _  5,  185,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Richards  Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton.  101,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Rosecrans  Field,  St.  Joseph _  123,  000 


Montana _  12,  558,  000 


Air  Force: 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow _  10,  659,  000 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls _  1,  832,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Kalispell _  67,  000 


Nebraska _  7,  515,  000 


Air  Force: 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln _  4,  250,  000 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha _  3,  265,  000 


Nevada _  4,  170,  000 


Army:  Camp  Desert  Rock _  2,  892,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon _  80,  000 

Air  Force: 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas _  358,  000 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno _  571,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hubbard  Field,  Reno _  159,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Winnemucca _  110,000 


New  Hampshire _  1,  435,  000 


Air  Force:  Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth _  940,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Concord _  145,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester _  180,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester _  170,  000 


New  Jersey _  8,  046,  000 


Army:  Fort  Dix _  3,  749,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Facility,  Cape  May _  141,  000 

Air  Force:  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown _  3,  901,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Pitman _  175,  000 

Trenton _  80,  000 


New  Mexico _  19,  120,  000 


Army:  White  Sands  Proving  Ground _  7,  931,  000 

Air  Force: 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo _  1,  650,  000 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell _  8,  431,  000 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque _  481,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Espanola _  57,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque..  570,  000 
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New  York _  $9,  474,  000 


Army:  United  States  Military  Academy _  5,  844,  000 

Air  Force: 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome _  1,  177,  000 

Plattsburg  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburg _  208,  000 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton _  86,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Saranac  Lake _  300,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Batavia _  171,  000 

Canandaigua _  171,  000 

Hempstead _  536,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York _  130,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls _  652,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk _  79,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Fort  Schuyler _  120,  000 


North  Carolina _ _ _  19,  098,  000 


Army:  Fort  Bragg _ 762,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point _  11,  215,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point _  1,  067,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River _  1,  003,  000 

Air  Force:  Seymour  Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro _  4,  858,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Shallotte _  95,  000 

Smithfield _  98,  000 


North  Dakota _ _ _  7,  046,  000 


Air  Force: 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks _  4,  176,  000 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot _  2,  721,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Fargo _  149,  000 


Ohio _  35,  222,  000 


Air  Force: 

Clinton  County,  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington _  11,  589,  000 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  11,  716,  000 

Wright- Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton _  11,  037,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Caldwell _  135,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Fremont _  149,  000 

St.  Marys _  149,  000 

Canton _  40,  000 

Warren _  289,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chillicothe _  100,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Steubenville _  18,  000 


Oklahoma _  17,  887,  000 


Army:  Fort  Sill _  3,  227,  000 

Air  Force: 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus _  4,  051,  000 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton _  2,  734,  000 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City _  5,  196,  000 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid _  1,  770,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Durant _  141,  000 

Oklahoma  City _  443,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Davis  Field,  Muskogee _  325,  000 
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Air  Force:  Kingsley  Air  Force  Base,  Klamath _  229,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Portland  International  Airport, _  233,  000 


Pennsylvania _  9,  183,  000 


Army:  Carlisle  Barracks _  2,  274,  000 

Air  Force: 

Olmstead  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown _  6,  169,  000 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta _  94,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Chester _  206,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Johnstown _  99,  000 

St.  Marys _  149,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  99,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove _  93,  000 


Rhode  Island _ ; _  4,  405,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Station,  Newport _  1,  709,  000 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport _  2,  210,  000 

Naval  War  College,  Newport _  273,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence..  213,  000 


South  Carolina _  18,  187,  000 


Navy: 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort _  4,  352,  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston _  10,  000,  000 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island _  462,  000 

Air  Force: 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville _  78,  000 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach _  1,  650,  000 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter _  1,  339,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Belton _  122,  000 

Whitmire _  99,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Greenwood _  85,  000 


South  Dakota _  3,  391,  000 


Air  Force:  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City _  3,  241,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Salem _  150,  000 


Tennessee _ _  2,  599,  000 


Air  Force: 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis _  1,  464,  000 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna _ ■.  591,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Livingston _  91,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 

Center,  Memphis _  453,  000 
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Texas _  $54,  040,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Bliss _ _ _ _ _  13,734,000 

Fort  Hood _  4,  258,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville _  1,  041,  000 

Air  Force: 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo _  979,  000 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin _  1,  584,  000 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso _  5,  080,  000 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  13,  805,  000 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth _  2,  257,  000 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene _  1,  346,  000 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco _  750,  000 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  157,  000 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio _  897,  000 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman _  319,  000 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  245,  000 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls _  2,  051,  000 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring _  3,  081,  000  \ 

Army  National  Guard: 

Gainesville _  111,  000 

Honey  Grove _  90,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Sinton _  134,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas _  259,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie _  1,  862,  000 


Utah _  1,  746,  000 


Air  Force:  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden _  1,  746,  000 


Vermont _  1,  335,  000 


Air  Force:  Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski _  990,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Swanton _  137,  000 

Burlington _  208,  000 


Virginia _  19,  063,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Lee _ 4,630,000 

Fort  Eustis _  3,  634,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren _  44,  000 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia 

Beach _  1,  184,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress _  142,  000 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk _  4,  643,  000 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk _  2,  546,  000 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk _  128,  000 

Marine  Corps  School,  Quantico _  168,  000 

Air  Force:  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton _  1,  371,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Berryville _  135,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 

Center,  Lynchburg _  388,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Byrd  Field,  Richmond _  50,  000 
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Army:  Fort  Lewis _  1,  085,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor _  86,  000 

Air  Force: 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane _  4,  094,  000 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake _  3,  795,  000 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma _  935,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia _  81,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  (Turn- 

water)  _  47, 000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima _  48,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Geiger  Field,  Spokane _  1,  308,  000 


West  Virginia _  761,  000 


Army  National  Guard:  Beckley _  200,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Beckley _  289,  000 

Weirton _ _ _  149,000 

Air  National  Guard:  Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Mar- 
tinsburg _  123,  000 


Wisconsin _ _  17,  903,  000 


Air  Force: 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville _  15,  552,  000 

Truax  Field,  Madison _  795,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Beloit _  157,  000 

Kewaunee _  157,  000 

Madison _  490,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee _  173,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas _  579,  000 


Wyoming _  291,  000 


Army  National  Guard:  Lovell _  142,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Cheyenne _  149,  000 


Various  locations  (Zone  of  Interior) _  170,  932,  000 


Army _  6,  584,  000 

Air  Force _  163,  629,  000 

Air  National  Guard _  300,  000 

Army  Reserve _  419,  000 


Classified  (Zone  of  Interior) _ ... _  484,  495,  000 


Army _  123,  199,  000 

Navy _ 73,  796,  000 

Air  Force _ _ 287,  500,  000 


80  AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

OUTSIDE  CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES 
Alaska _ ..... _ _ _ .......  $2,  194,  000 

Army:  Fairbanks _ * _ ...  7,000 

Air  Force: 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base.. _  380,000 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base _  710,  000 

King  Salmon  Airport _ _ _ _ _  340,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Bethel _  480,  000 

Fairbanks.  _ _ _  277,000 

Bermuda _  683,  000 

Navy:  Naval  station _  683,  000 

Canal  Zone _  1,  540,  000 

Air  Force:  Howard  Air  Force  Base _  1,  540,  000 

Cuba. _ _ _ _ _  890,000 

Navy:  Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay _  890,  000 

Eritrea _  1,  180,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Communication  Unit  No.  3 _  1,  180,  000 

Hawaii _  5,  847,  000 

Army: 

Kawaihae  Harbor _  240,  000 

Schofield  Barracks _  593,  000 

Fort  Shafter _  2,  925,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island _  1,  271,  000 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor _  159,  000 

Air  Force:  Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu _  144,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  and  Marine  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center,  Honolulu _  515,  000 

Mariana  Islands _  8,  982,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana _  4,  414,  000 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam _  3,  060,  000 

Air  Force:  Andersen  Air  Force  Base _  1,  508,  000 

Midway _  839,  000 

Air  Force:  Naval  Station,  Midway  Island _  839,  000 

Morocco _  519,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey _  519,  000 

North  Ireland _  219,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry _  219,  000 

Okinawa _  165,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha _  165,  000 
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Puerto  Rico _  $4,  735,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads _  3,  824,  000 

Air  Force:  Ramey  Air  Force  Base _  643,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Juncos _ __  38,000 

May  aguez - - -  160,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San 
Juan _  70,  000 


Various  locations,  overseas _  122,  517,  000 


Army _ _ _  4,967,000 

Air  Force _  117,550,000 


Classified  locations,  overseas _  79,  427,  000 


Army _ _ _  77,922,000 

Navy _ _  1,505,000 


Locations  not  specified _  80,  000,  000 


Army _  10,  000,  000 

Navy _ 10,000,000 

Air  Force _  10,  000,  000 

Department  of  Defense _  50,  000,  000 


85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Union  Calendar  No.  777 

H.  R.  13015 

[Report  No.  1957] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  18, 1958 

Mr.  Vinson  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services 

June  24, 1958 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TITLE  I 

4  Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 

5  or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 

6  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  instahing  perma- 

7  nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation. 

8  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 

9  projects : 
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Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SEEVICES  FACILITIES 

(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan :  Administrative  facilities, 
$5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community 
facilities,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Port  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Port  Detrick,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $1,795,000 
$795,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Port  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  administrative  fa- 
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cilities,  troop  housing,  operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $9,098,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Eitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Troop  housing, 
$862,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  real  estate,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 


ties,  $498,000. 
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Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland:  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  family  hous¬ 
ing,  $3,454,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $762,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  hospital  facilities,  $3 ,505 ,000 . 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,406,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,- 
000. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,258,000. 
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Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma  :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,227,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana:  Troop  housing,  and 
family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,076,000. 

Fort  Biley,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Baywood  Park,  California:  Beal  estate,  $144,000. 

Camp  Desert  Bock,  Nevada :  Maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,892,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona:  Operational  and  training 


facilities,  $173,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


6 


(Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New 
York:  Troop  housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $5,844,000. 

(Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  community 

'  «/ 

facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311,000. 
Outside  Continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  Area) 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area:  Real  estate, 
$7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 
Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
925,000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 
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(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by  ac¬ 
quiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $201,121,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
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the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided,  That  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 
by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com¬ 
modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations:  \ 
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Inside  the  United  States 
Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico,  200  units. 
Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina,  367  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  units. 

H.  R.  13015 - 2 
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Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California, 
160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 

Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  223  units. 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units:  Provided ,  however, 
That  no  family  housing  units  shall  be  constructed  on  Fort 
DeRussy. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652) ,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  location: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Maryland,  796 
units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  101  as  follows : 
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Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facili¬ 
ties  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance 
Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out  “$563,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,000”  and  “$134,075,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  “$134,- 
112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Transportation  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Point- 
Aux-Pins  Ammunition  Terminal,  Alabama-Mississippi,  strike 
out  “Point- Aux-Pins  Area  Ammunition  Terminal,  Alabama- 
Mississippi:  Ammunition  loading  terminal,  including  acqui¬ 
sition  of  land,  $26,951,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“Point- Aux-Pins  Area  Ammunition  Storage  Depot  and  Ter¬ 
minal,  Alabama-Mississippi:  Ammunition  storage  depot  and 
ammunition  loading  terminal,  including  acquisition  of  land, 
$44,168,000”. 

( b )  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
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502  the  amounts  "$131,906,000”  and  "$238,870,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  "$149,123,000”  and  "$256,087,- 
000”  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  "Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  "technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Redstone 
Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike  out  "$2,865,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  "$4,180,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  "technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Signal  Corps)”  with  respect  to  Fort  Monmouth, 
New  Jersey,  strike  out  "$615,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  "$731,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill  Farms 
Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  "$695,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  "$1,022,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  "technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Granite 
City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  strike  out  "$1,822,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  "$2,815,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  "technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Medical  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Walter  Reed 
Army  Medical  Center,  District  of  Columbia,  strike  out  "$4,- 
472,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  "$6,714,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  "field  forces  facilities 
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(Second  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$923,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,264,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Bliss,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,- 
965,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  strike 
out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,454,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Sixth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California, 
strike  out  “$1,407,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
742,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Military  Academy)”,  with  respect  to  the  United  States 
Military  Academy,  New  York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,171,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$237,320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,192,- 
000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
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facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  White 
Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  strike  out  “$693,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Chemical  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Camp 
Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$913,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,074,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway  Proving 
Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,044,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Signal  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Port  Hua- 
chuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$6,856,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$7,576,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”,  with  respect  to  Port 
Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$492,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$940,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

facilities  (Transportation  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Eustis,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$1,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,436,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(First  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Port  Dix,  New  Jersey, 
strike  out  “$54,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000”. 
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(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$5,885,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Third  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Benning, 
Georgia,  strike  out  “$422,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$616,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama, 
strike  out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$527,000”. 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$2,457,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,846,000”. 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili¬ 
ties  (Fifth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Biley, 
Kansas,  strike  out  “$1,519,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,892,000”. 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili¬ 
ties  (Sixth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis, 
Washington,  strike  out  “$3,022,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,596,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  strike  out  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$319,000”. 
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(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  ‘‘Outside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “(Alaskan  Area)”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai),  strike  out  “$352,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$516,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$95,010,000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and 
“$334,104,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$100,- 
343,000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facil¬ 
ities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”  with  respect  to  Cold  Regions 
Laboratory,  Hanover,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,496,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,787,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$115,624,000”  and  “$293,103,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000”. 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
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the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas,  and  convey  a  clear 
title  by  quitclaim  deed  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  said  depot,  to  any  legal  person  or 
group,  except  Government  agencies  or  departments,  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
in  the  public  interest.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  directed 
to  act  as  follows: 

( 1 )  The  depot  shall  be  moved  to,  and  integrated 
with,  the  ammunition  outloading  terminal  previously 
authorized  for  construction  at  Point- Aux- Pins,  Ala¬ 
bama,  and,  notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this 
or  any  other  Act,  the  authority  contained  in  the  Act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  536),  for  the  acquisition  of 
land  and  initiation  of  construction  for  the  Point-Aux- 
Pins  facility  shall  continue  in  effect  until  specifically 
superseded,  modified,  or  repealed. 

.(2)  The  sale  of  the  San  Jacinto  Depot  property 
shall  be  offered  by  the  Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States 
Army,  on  behalf  of  and  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  within  eighteen  months  from  the 
date  of  this  Act.  No  part  of  the  land  herein  shall  be 
sold,  transferred,  or  occupied,  by  virtue  of  this  transac¬ 
tion,  by  any  Government  agency  or  department. 

(3)  A  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the  San 
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Jacinto  Depot  shall  be  consummated  as  expeditiously  as 
possible  thereafter  and  on  such  terms  as  are  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  United  States:  Provided,  That  if  the  property  is  to 
be  conveyed  under  any  terms  by  which  the  purchase 
price  is  not  paid  in  full  simultaneously  with  the  signing 
of  the  contract,  title  shall  remain  in  the  United  States 
until  full  payment  is  made  hut  there  shah  he  ne  penalty 
er  charges  made  for  deferred  payment. 

(4)  All  proceeds  from  the  sale  shall  be  available 
to  administer  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  to  pay 
any  and  all  expenses,  including  land  acquisition,  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  relocation,  exchange,  or  sale  of  the 
San  Jacinto  Depot  or  the  establishment  of  a  fully  in¬ 
tegrated  depot  at  Point- Aux-Pins,  Alabama,  or  all  pro¬ 
ceeds  deposited  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States 
for  obligation  by  the  Army. 

(5)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
such  sums  as  may  he  necesary  for  the  purpose  of  carry¬ 
ing  out  the  provisions  of  this  section,  and  the  monetary 
limitation  imposed  by  section  502  hereof  shall  not  he 
inclusive  of  any  funds  required  for  or  in  connection  with 
the  San  Jacinto  Depot  relocation. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this  section  to  the 
contrary  to  the  United  States  may  retain  possession  of  the 
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San  Jacinto  Depot  or  any  part  thereof  until  such  time  as 
facilities  are  substantially  completed  and  available  for  use 
at  Point- Aux-Pins,  Alabama. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Carolina:  Drydock, 

$10,000,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $6,000,000 :  Provided,  however,  That 
no  more  than  $500,000  of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for 
protective  works  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  determines 
in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  action  has  been  taken  or 
arrangements  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  ship¬ 
yard. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 
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Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $2,546,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,041,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California  :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida:  Maintenance 


facilities,  $1,252,000. 
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Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida  :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida  :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $7,000,000. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 
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1  '  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

2  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 

3  Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate, 

4  $4,352,000. 

5  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro- 

6  lina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

7  $1,067,000. 

8  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  Fiver,  North  Carolina: 

9  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,003,000. 

10  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California: 

11  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,158,000. 

12  (Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

13  Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 

14  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training 

15  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administra- 

16  tive  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  operational  and 

17  training  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River, 

18  Maryland,  $17,666,000. 

16  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California: 

Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
-1  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing  (including  operational  and  training  facili- 
-1  ties  and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas  Island;  and  mainte- 
“1  nance  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements  at  Camp  Cooke) ,  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

O 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Utilities, 

$2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Administrative 
facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $146,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $280,000.. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California: 
Utilities,  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California : 


Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000, 
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ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Virginia:  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak,  Maryland: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $601,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
$14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $650,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,368,000. 
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1  Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Ehode  Island:  Opera- 

2  tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

3  Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Opera- 

4  tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

5  Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Opera- 

6  tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

7  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

8  National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland: 

9  Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

10  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

11  Naval  Eadio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Oper- 

12  ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im- 

13  provements,  $38,654,000. 

14  OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

15  Naval  Eesearch  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Ee- 
1G  search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $192,000. 

17  Outside  the  United  States 

18  SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

19  Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 

20  of  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 

21  AVIATION  FACILITIES 

22  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands:  Operas 

23  tional  and  training  facibties,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 

H.  E.  13015 - 4 
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1  Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Opera- 

2  tional  and  training  facilities,  $683,000. 

3  Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 

4  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

5  Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities, 

6  $165,000. 

7  Naval  Station,  Boosevelt  Boads,  Puerto  Bico:  Opera- 

8  tional  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 

9  SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

10  Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply 

11  facilities,  $3,060,000. 

12  COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

13  Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara, 

14  Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

15  Naval  Badio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 

16  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $219,000. 

17  Naval  Badio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Opera- 

18  .tional  and  training  facilities,  $519,000. 

10  YAKDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

20  Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities, 

21  $890,000. 

22  Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 

23  or  develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by 

24  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in- 

25  stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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1  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 

2  equipment  in  tlie  total  amount  of  $75,301,000. 

3  Seo.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 

4  develop  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with 

5  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions, 

6  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research 

7  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  production 

8  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  de- 

9  ferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 

10  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 

11  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to 

12  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 

13  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 

14  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the 

15  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Provided ,  That  the  Secretary 

16  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 

17  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 

18  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of 

19  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 

20  this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining 

21  thereto. 

22  Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 

23  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 

24  1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized 

25  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
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for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454) 
or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  units,  and 
community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IY  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  fami¬ 
ly  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina, 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina, 


849  units. 
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Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  30  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington,  550 
units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands 
Proving  Grounds,  New  Mexico,  51  units. 

Naval  Base,, San  Diego,  California,  1,000  units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  H.  M. 
Smith,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii. 


80  units. 


30 


1  Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 

2  650  units. 

3  (c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 

4  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652) ,  as 

5  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire 

6  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

7  Naval  Auxiliary  x4.ir  Station,  Whiting  Pield,  Florida,  96 

8  units. 

9  Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Maryland,  385 

10  units. 

11  Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Florida,  392  units. 

12  Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Con- 

13  gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti- 

14  nental  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

15  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”,  with  re- 

16  spect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike 

17  out  “$12,815,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,979,- 

18  000”. 

19  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as 

20  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 

21  402  the  amounts  “$139,143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and 

22  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307,000”,  and 

23  “$268,091,000”. 

24  Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 

25  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
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“$70,656,000”,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,- 

000”. 

,  (b)  Public  Law  534,  Eigbty-tbird  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000”,  and  “$210,704,000”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000”,  and 
“$212,833,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “maeine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pen¬ 
dleton,  California,  strike  out  “$648,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station, 
Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$411,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands,  by  striking  out  “$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
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1  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  “$8,589,800”  and 

2  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800”. 

3  (c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

4  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec- 

5  tion  502  the  amounts  “$308,463,600”,  “$108,365,300”,  and 

6  $575,592,300”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 

7  “$308,634,600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,801,300”. 

8  Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con- 

9  gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 

10  the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

11  (1)  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  facilities”, 

12  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island, 

13  strike  out  “$11,672,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

14  “$14,601,000”. 

15  (2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 

17  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  strike  out 

18  “$2,247,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000”; 

19  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Merid- 

20  ian,  Mississippi,  strike  out  “$8,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 

21  thereof  “$9,141,000”. 

22  (3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 

23  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 

24  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  strike  out 

25  “$170,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000”. 
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(4)  Under  the  subheading  “service  school  facili¬ 
ties”,  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training 
Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$237,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000”,  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out 
“$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$12,730,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,754,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  203 
“$85,939,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$86,711,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$303,453,000”,  “$85,939,000”,  and 
“$451,393,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$312,004,000”,  “$86,711,000”,  and  “$460,716,000”. 

Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special 
Purpose  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air 
Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California,  insert  before 
“$7,669,000”  the  words  “and  land  acquisition,”. 

H.  R.  13015 - 5 
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TITLE  III 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepara¬ 
tion,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIE  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities  ,  and  real  estate, 
$2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont: 
Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical 
facilities,  $122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 
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Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westkampton  Beaek, 
New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  bousing,  and 
ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,696,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$1,177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utilities, 
$157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania: 
Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
.$1,560,000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 

Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California  :  Besearch, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000, 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  Hew  Mexico: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $2,884,000. 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base, 
San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $12,000,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,584,000.  .  .  . 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Kantoul,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  Mississippi : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $750,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colorado,  or  alternate 
location:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$5,000,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance 


facilities,  $319,000. 
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Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nevada:  Supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $571,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,361,000. 

CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,589,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia:  Utilities, 
$172,000. 
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HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina  : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,874,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $423,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$4,280,000. 

H.  R.  13015 - 6 
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1  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera- 

2  tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 

3  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  commu- 

4  nity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,868,000. 

5  Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 

6  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 

7  utilities,  $5,080,000. 

8  Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 

9  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

10  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine:  Op- 

11  erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 

12  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 

13  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

14  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana :  Operational 

15  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 

16  and  utilities,  $7,996,000. 

17  Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera- 

18  tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,- 

19  257,000. 

20  Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Operational 

21  and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 

22  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,578,000. 

23  Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 

24  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
734,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,939,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  bousing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Bapid  City,  South  Dakota: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,241,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Ah*  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities^  $2,703,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,489,000. 
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Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$3,401,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Bio,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,463,000. 

Lockboume  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,577,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $3,344,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,137,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$3,265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $208,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
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supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,431,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,345,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $5,185,000. 

TACTICAL  AIK  COMMAND 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 
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Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop 
housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,858,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,- 
339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,474,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $163,066,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 


$696,000. 
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ALASKAN  AIK  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $710,000. 

Xing  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$24,986,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIK  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $15,688,000. 
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STRATEGIC  A TR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,508,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Bico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop 
housing,  communhy  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,431,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $19,952,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$315,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
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or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the 
total  amount  of  $287,500,000. 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  un¬ 
foreseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 
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Seo.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community 
facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68 
Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-Torrejon  axea,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and  community 
facilities. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 
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Bruntingthorpe  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93 
units. 

Brize  Norton  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  83 
units. 

Fairford  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 

High  Wycombe  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55  units, 
and  community  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
22  units. 

Upper  Heyford  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259 
units. 

Wethersfield  BAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416  units. 

(h)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  970  units. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


53 


Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 
Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 
Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  275  units. 
Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  imits. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  365  units. 
Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  778  imits. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 
Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Glister  Air  Foree  Station?  Michigan?  449  unrtST 
Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 
Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 
Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  270  units. 
Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  California,  550  units. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 
James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 
Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  595  units. 
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Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

% 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 
Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  668  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1,450  units. 
Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Bichard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 
Eichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 
Bobins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  150  units. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 
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Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units. 
Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 
Topskam  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  300  units. 
Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 
Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652), 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 
Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 
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1  Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500 

2  units. 

3  Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

4  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

5  Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

6  March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

7  Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

8  Mitckel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 

9  Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

10  Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

11  Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  units. 

12  Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 

13  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 

14  Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con- 

15  gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Conti- 

16  nental  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

17  Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”,  with 

18  respect  to  Otis  Ah’  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts, 

19  strike  out  “$6,076,000,”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,- 

20  522,000”. 

21  Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 

22  with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 

23  Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,508,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

24  “$15,800,000”. 

25  (b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$824,300,000”  and  “$1,363,- 
189,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000” 
and  “$1,364,927,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  801,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Airport, 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  strike  out  “$1,469,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Eorce  Base,  Fal¬ 
mouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,341,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”,  with 
respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out 
“$1,339,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 
respect  to  James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,687,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,- 
301,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”, 
with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$1,586,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,726,000”. 
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(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section 
402  the  amounts  “$811,342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and  “$1,450,- 
957,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

( 1 )  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glas¬ 
gow,  Montana,  strike  out  “$2,048,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,390,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$1,100,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
JSTorth  Dakota,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$8,507,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$615,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”, 
with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$899,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128,- 
000”. 
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Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 
respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas,  strike  out 
“$460,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 
Shreveport,  Louisiana,  strike  out  “$3,344,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marys¬ 
ville,  California,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$9,087,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
Tampa,  Florida,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,268,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base, 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,344,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947,000”. 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 
Knob  Noster,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$306,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$394,076,000”  and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  and  “$607,460,000”, 
respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Con- 
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gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “alert  and  disper¬ 
sal  of  strategic  air  command  forces”  in  section  1, 
as  follows : 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base, 
Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,479,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$4,380,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,479,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  $969,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,- 
670,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$552,657,000”. 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Ah  Force  Academy  Act, 
as  amended  ( 68  Stat.  49 ) ,  is  further  amended  by  striking 
out  in  the  first  sentence  the  figure  “$135,425,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797,000”. 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the  heading  “re- 
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SEAECH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND’’  in  title  III  of 
Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (69  Stat.  342), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Various  Locations:  Eesearch,  development,  and  opera¬ 
tional  facilities  (including  not  more  than  $357,000  for  an 
off-base  roadway  approximately  ten  miles  in  length  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape  Canaveral — an  aux¬ 
iliary  to  Patrick  Air  Eorce  Base)  $20,000,000.” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is  effective  from 
March  1,  1956. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  required  for  advanced 
research  projects  and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $50,000,000. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in  detail  semi¬ 
annually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Eepresentatives  with  respect  to  the  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  authority  granted  by  this  title. 
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TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 
Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 
of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (31  U.  S.  0.  529,  40  IT. -S.  O.  259,  267),  and 
sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  im¬ 
provements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin¬ 
istration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to 
construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 
to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though 
the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real 
estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary 
use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned 
land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 
sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
appropriations,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 
I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$112,218,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $8,732,000; 
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section  102,  $201,121,000;  section  103,  $10,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $332,071,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$217,363,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,384,000; 
section  202,  $75,301,000;  section  203,  $10,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $319,048,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$536,218,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $123,654,000; 
section  302,  $287,500,000;  section  303,  $10,000,000; 
or  a  total  of  $957,372,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV:  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and 
III  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  con¬ 
cerned,  he  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside 
the  United  States.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects 
in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119), 
the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  and  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991) ,  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing  shall  he  available  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund 
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1  family  housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles 

2  I  and  III  of  this  Act. 

3  Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

4  ( 1 )  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 

5  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 

6  contracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or 

7  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in 

8  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 

9  this  Act;  and 

10  (2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 

11  General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade- 

12  quately  auditing  those  contracts;  the  President  may 

13  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 

14  section. 

15  Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 

16  this  Act  shall  he  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  com- 

17  petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 

18  security  will  not  he  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 

19  with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  and  sec- 

20  tion  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551). 

21  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  secretaries  of  the  mili- 

22  tary  departments  shall  report  semi-annually  to  the  Presi- 

23  dent  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Kepre- 

24  sentatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other 

25  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 
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Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authorization  for  mili¬ 
tary  public  works  to  be  accompbsbed  by  the  Secretary  of 
a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities,  and  all 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  contained 
in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the 
titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects 
as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  contracts  or  land  acquisition  in  whole  or 
in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor ; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is 
contained  in  section  302  of  the  Act*of  July  14,  1952 
(66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  sections 
2231-2238  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886)  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
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Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $30,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609)  ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in 
title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  fimds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act  of 
April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended;  and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  558),  the 
authorization  for : 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of  $1,- 
850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  and  sub¬ 
heading  “aviation  facilities”  of  the  Act  of 
August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440,  442),  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
Station,  El  Centro,  California;  navigational  aids  in 
the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  El  Toro,  California;  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at  the 
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Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jer¬ 
sey;  and  navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of 
$400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island, 
Washington:  that  are  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities” 
of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540), 
as  amended ; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facili¬ 
ties  in  the  amount  of  $2,638,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954 
(68  Stat.  535,  543),  as  amended; 

(d)  the  development  of  ammunition  storage 
depot  and  ammunition  loading  terminal  facilities, 
Point  Aux  Pins  Area,  Alabama-Mississippi,  in  the 
amount  of  $44,168,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I, 
section  101,  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat. 
535,  536),  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  236,  245) ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
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Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  dependents, 
if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
/Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack 
of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  five  thou¬ 
sand  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be 
made  out  of  appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and 
operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such 
unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat  991,  1015) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
may  acquire  any  interest  in  land  that — 

“  ( 1 )  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive  of 
administrative  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency 
judgments) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of 
the  same  project,  of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land 
that  together  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 
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*  Seo.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016) ,  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired  shall  be  necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is 
not  in  excess  of  $5,000.” 

N. 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act 
of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556) ,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be 
contracted  for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units  involved 
has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  ( 1 )  housing  imits  required 
to  be  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404 
of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units 
leased,  utilizing  available  operation  and  maintenance  appro¬ 
priations,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  417  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat. 
991,  1018)  ;and  (3)  rental  guaranty  family  housing  author¬ 
ized  under  section  302  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat. 
606,  622)  ;  and  (4)  to  the  extent  that  any  of  the  author¬ 
ization  of  subsection  104  (b),  204  (b) ,  and  304  (b)  of 
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this  Act  to  construct  housing  at  locations  specified  therein 
are  not  utilized,  such  authorization  may  be  exercised  to  con¬ 
struct  housing  at  other  locations:  Provided,  That  the  total 
number  of  housing  units  to  be  constructed  under  the  authority 
of  this  subsection  may  not  exceed  for  any  service  10  per 
centum  of  the  total  number  of  units  authorized  in  its  sub¬ 
section:  Provided,  further,  That  the  Secretaries  of  the  three 
military  departments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  utilize  the  authority  granted  by  this  section. 

TITLE  VI 

EESEEVE  FOECES  FACILITIES 

Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that  precedes  clause 
( 1 )  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  §  2233.  Acquisition 

“  (a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235,  2236,  and 
2238  of  this  title  and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may — ”. 

(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsections  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  procure  advance 
planning,  construction  design,  and  architectural  services  in 
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connection  with  facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under 
this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise  authorized  by  law.” 

“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not 
be  considered  ‘military  public  works’  under  the  provisions  of 
the  military  construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal  prior 
authorizations  for  military  public  works.” 

(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted  after  section 
2233: 

“§  2233a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is  more  than 
$50,000  may  be  made  imder  section  2233  of  this  title  for 
any  facility  that  has  not  been  authorized  by  a  law  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces. 
This  requirement  does  not  apply  to  the  following: 

“  (a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  expanded,  re¬ 
habilitated,  converted,  or  equipped  to  restore  or  replace 
facilities  damaged  or  destroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of  that  ac¬ 
tion.” 

(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is  amended  by  inserting 

the  following  new  item: 

“2233a.  Limitation.” 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National  Defense  Facil¬ 
ities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  Act 
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of  August  9,  1955,  chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29,  1957,  Public  Law  85-215 
(71  Stat.  489) ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $580,000,000  over  a  period  of  the  next 
eight  fiscal  years  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951/’. 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities 
Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  section  414  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956,  chapter  939  (70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  “and  without  regard  to  the  mone- 
tary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this  section”. 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  estabbsb  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

( 1 )  For  Department  of  the  Navy : 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base) ,  Atlanta, 
Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Supply  facilities  and 
utilities,  $259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  Navigational  aids 
and  utilities,  $179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He,  Michigan:  Airfield  light¬ 
ing,  $147,000. 
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Naval  Air  ►  .ation,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  liquid  fueling  and  dispensing  fa¬ 
cilities,  airfield  lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,992,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin  Callender 
Field),  Louisiana:  Administrative  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  navigational  aids,  operational  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $2,447,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  New  York:  Airfield 
lighting,  $130,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $570,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Utilities,  $407,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $99,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Alameda,  California:  Waterfront  operational  facilities, 
$128,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloomington,  In¬ 
diana:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Bos¬ 
ton,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $108,000. 
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Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia,  Washing¬ 
ton:  Training  facilities,  $81,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chillicothe,  Ohio: 
Training  facilities,  $100,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Danville,  Ken¬ 
tucky:  Training  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk,  New  York: 
Training  facilities,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  New  York:  Waterfront  operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $120,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities,  $515,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa  City,  Iowa: 
Training  facilities  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana: 
Communications,  $210,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  (Turn- 
water),  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  California: 
Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility^,  Port  Chicago,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Training  facilities,  $94,000. 
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Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San 
Jose,  California:  Land  acquisition,  $78,000. 

Saint  Petersburg,  Florida:  Waterfront  operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $26,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Steubenville,  Ohio:  Land  acquisition,  $18,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White  Oak  (Lewiston) , 
Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $557,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima,  Washing¬ 
ton  :  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Lynchburg, 
Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $388,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Memphis,  Ten¬ 
nessee  :  Training  facilities,  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Moline,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Pasadena,  California:  Training  facilities,  $163,000. 

( 2 )  For  Department  of  the  Air  F orce : 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $129,000. 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  land  acquisition,  $3,174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Maintenance  facility, 
$97,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Connecticut:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facility  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$160,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Maintenance  facility, 
and  supply  facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  and  operational  and  training  facilities, 
$173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Bichards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton,  Missouri: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $101,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field) ,  Orleans 
Parish,  Louisiana :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$622,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  $93,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$171,000. 
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Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $740,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 
Site  improvements,  $500,000. 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birmingham,  Alabama : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Virginia:  Supply  facilities, 
$50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines,  Iowa: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $1,308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport,  Mississippi : 

*■ 

Supply  facilities,  $362,000. 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Texas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,862,000. 
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Hubbard  Field,  Beno,  Nevada:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $159,000. 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,136,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$570,000. 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martinsburg,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $123,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,099,000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario,  California : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $127,000. 

Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $233,000. 

Bosecrans  Field,  Saint  Joseph,  Missouri:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Pico: 
Supply  facilities,  $70,000.  • 

Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Arizona :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $655,000. 

Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Kentucky:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $715,000. 
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Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence,  Rhode  Island: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $213,000. 

Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Housing,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  utilities,  $317,000. 

Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  barriers,  $300,000. 
(3)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

AEMY  RESERVE 

Batavia,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 
Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 
Beloit,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Canandaigua,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 
Canton,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Durant,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Fremont,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Galesburg,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Greenwood,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $85,000. 
Hempstead,  New  York  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities, 
$536,000. 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Kewaunee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Madison,  Wisconsin  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities, 

$490,000. 
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Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities, 
$443,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Salinas,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 
Sinton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 
Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $419,000. 

ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

(ARMORY) 

Ackerman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Agawam,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $170,000. 
Ashford,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Belton,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 
Berryville,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities  $45,000. 

Berry ville,  Virginia:  Training  facilities, $  135,000. 
Bethel,  Alaska :  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Calhoun,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 
Chester,  Pennsylvania  :  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 
Espanola,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
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Fairbanks,  Alaska  :  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 
Gainesville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $111,000. 
Hollister,  California:  Training  facilities,  $105,000, 
Honey  Grove,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Jnncos,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 
Livingston,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Lovell,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 
Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Middleboro,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 
Northwest  Saint  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000. 

Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Salem,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Saranac  Lake,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 
Shallotte,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Smithfield,  North  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Sturgis,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Swanton,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 
Valparaiso,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
Whitman,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $170,000. 
Whitmire,  South  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Winnemucca,  Nevada:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 
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ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  ( NON- 

ARMORY ) 

Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  facilities,  $90,000. 

Burlington,  Vermont:  Supply  facilities,  $208,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Supply  facilities,  $325,- 

000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities,  $120,000. 

Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Supply  facilities,  $145,000. 

Kalispell,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $67,000. 

Trenton,  New  Jersey:  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,000. 
(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  nec¬ 
essary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equip¬ 
ment  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for  specific 
facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  in¬ 
terests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility 
to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection. 

Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  does  not  apply  to — 

(a)  facilities  that — 

(1)  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation  with 
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the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 

House  of  Representatives  before  July  1,  1958; 

(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1,  1960;  and 

(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made  before 

the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act ;  or 

(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  section  603  (4)  of 
this  Act;  or 

(c)  The  following  facilities  for  the  Air  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States. 

(1)  Milford  Point,  Connecticut:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $337,000. 

(2)  Wellesley,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $319,000. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White  Plains,  New 
York:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Title  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  section  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 
temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur¬ 
veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision 
incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land  is 
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4 
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7 
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17 
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held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 
land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use) ,  by  gift, 
purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  section  603  for  the  respective  reserve  components 
of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $11,886,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army  Reserve 
and  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$11,042,000. 

Sec.  607.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  603  of 
this  Act  may  in,  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 

be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 

• 

projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves, 
the  Air  Force  Reserve,  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts 


85 


1  named  in  clauses  1,  2  (a) ,  2  (b) ,  and  3  of  section  606  re- 

2  spectively. 

3  Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve 

4  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958”. 
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Appropriations.  \ . 1,17 

Area  redevelopment. . 2 

Buildings, . . . . \  . ...  32 

CCC . \....3 

Civil  defense . \.  14 

Corn . . . 

Data  processing . 

Development  loan  fund. . . . V 

Education . .37 

lectrification . 24 

Ethics . 19 

Farm  program. ...........  39 

Flood  control . 4,33 

Food  additives . 36 

Foreign  aid . 1,9,30 

Foreign  trade . 6,11,18 

Forestry. . . 12,13,29,34 

Srain  standards . 16 

Imports . .5 

Industrial  uses. ........ 39 

Lands . 25,35 

Laws. . . 27 

Legislative  program . 23 


CONTENTS 


85th-2/,  No.  1C 9 


Libraries . . . 3C 

Livestock. . . . yfo 

Military  construction.^ .  3 

Milk..V . > 9,46 

Mineral K  . . .  .  X. . ,  22 

National  slower,  .yf. .21,26 
Ocean  freight .. ...  1 ,30 

Patents. . . . .  .44 

Personnel . . .  ........  19 

Price  supports . ...29,46 

Procedure.^ ....  .....  31 

Property^ . . .  .30 

Public  iaw  400 . \..3,6 

Redaction. .  35 


Research . 15 

Rice . .42 

Roads . 12 

School  lunch . 29 

Small  business . ....13 

Statehood . 7,20,28 

Surplus  commodities. 6, 3, 38 
Technical  assistance. ... 38 

Timber . 13 

Trade  agreements . 13 

Transportation . 43 

Water  resources . ...45 

Weather  control . 15 

Wool. . . ..41 


ilGHLIGHTS :  House  debated  mutyfl  security  appropriation  bill.  House  committee  re¬ 
ported  area  redevelopment  bWy.  Senate  passed  bill  toymake  Small  Business  Adminis¬ 
tration  permanent  agency. 

HOUSE 


an  debate  on  H.  R.  13192,  the  mutual  security  appropriation 
p.  11630-664,  11674-675)  As  reported  byyhe  Appropriations 


L.  APPROPRIATIONS.  B< 

bill  for  1959.  ...  ,  _ . _  „  ...  _  _ 

Committee,  the^n.11  includes  $300,000,000  for  advances  to  thK  development  loan 


- J  - - - - - -  - - —  VF 

fund.  $171,500^000  for  technical  cooperation  programs,  and  $2/1^0,000  for  the 
payment  of  ocean  freight  charges  to  move  supplies  donated  to  and  by  American 
voluntary  jt&encies. 

2,  AREA  REDEVELOPMENT.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  witl£\amendment 

S,  363£,  to  establish  an  effective  program  to  alleviate  conditions  of \sub- 
stanjn.al  and  persistent  unemployment  and  underemployment  in  certain  economically 
depressed  areas  (H.  Rept.  2099).  p.  11678 

3.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  considera¬ 

tion  of  H.  R.  13015,  to  authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  in¬ 
cluding  authorization  for  financing  from  the  foreign  currencies  acquired  under 
Public  Law  480  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  CCC.  p.  11678, 

11665 


4.  FLOOD  CONTROL.  The  Public  Works  Committee  ordered  reported  H.  R.  9924,  to 
authorize  a  compact  between  Conn,  and  Mass,  relating  to  flood  control, 
p.  D622,  11666 


5. 


6. 


8. 


IMPORTS.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H,  R,  6006,  to  provide  for  greater, 
certainty,  speed,  and  efficiency  in  the  enforcement  of  the  Antidumpinjj/Act. 
Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  p.  11665 

FOREIGN  TRADE;  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Rep.  Reuss  expressed  concern  /ver  the 

Public  Law  480  transactions  on  certain  friendly  foreign  countries, 
le  Agriculture  Committee  to  include  a  provision  inJiegi  slat  ion 
extending  ttiq  program  to  require  “reasonable  precautions  to  jr/oid  displacing 
usual  marketings  of  foreign  countries."  pp.  11675-676 


effects  oi 
and  urged 


7.  STATEHOOD.  Deleglfcte  Burns,  Hawaii,  commended  the  admission  of  Alaska  as  a 
State,  and  urged  passage  of  similar  legislation  for  th€  admission  of  Hawaii, 
p.  11667 


SURPLUS  COMMODITIES.  Received  from  this  Department  the  first  monthly  report 
of  the  General  Sales  Manager  concerning  the  policies,  activities,  and  develop¬ 
ments,  including  all  salesyand  disposals,  witbnregard  to  each  commodity  which 
CCC  owns  or  is  directed  to  support;  to  Agriculture  Committees,  pp.  11554, 
11677 


9.  FOREIGN  AID.  Received  from  the  deputy  Manager  of  the  Development  Loan  Fund, 
letters  relative  to  the  establishment  /t  loans  for  Paraguay,  Pakistan,  and 
Thailand  under  provisions  of  the  Mu^pnl  Security  Act  of  1954.  p.  11677 


10.  DATA  PROCESSING.  Both  Houses  received ^£rom  GAO  a  report  on  a  survey  made  by 
that  agency  of  the  progress  and ytrend  oik  development  and  use  of  automatic 
(electronic)  data  processing  i^f  the  business  and  management  control  systems 
of  the  Government,  pp.  11554s  11677 


11.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Both  Houses'' received  from  the  tariff  Commission  a  report  on  the 
operation  of  the  trade  agreements  program.  pp.\11554,  11677 


SENATE 


12. 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Muwfay  commended  the  Forest  Service,  ce 
report  concerning  the  Northern  Region,  and  inserted  an' 
Roads  Needed  For  Best  Forest  Use."  pp.  11561-2 


rented  on  a  progress 
editorial,  "Access 


13. 


SMALL  BUSINESS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  7963,  to  make  the  Small  Business 
Administration  a  permanent  agency  and  increase  the  SBA  loan  authority  (pp. 
11558,  ^589,  11595-601,  11606-15). 

Adopted  the  following  amendments  in  addition  to  the  committe^ynmendments : 
By/Ben.  Javits,  to  authorize  assistance  by  SBA  in  joint  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  programs  (pp.  11597-11601) ; 

Sen.  Thye,  55  to  26,  to  make  the  SBA  a  permanent  agency  (pp.  1J606-10); 
By  Sen.  Morse,  to  make  the  act  applicable  to  sales  of  property  by  tta 

Government,  which  Sen.  Murray  had  stated  earlier  was  the  result  o\oom- 
plaints  about  timber  sales  (p.  11558)  (pp.  11610-11);  and 
By  Sen.  Capehart,  to  retain  the  Loan  Policy  Board  of  the  Administrator 
and  the  Secretaries  of  the  Treasury  and  Commerce  (pp.  11611-12) 

Rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Bush  to  retain  the  present  loan  limit  of 
$250,000  in  place  of  the  $350,000  suggested  by  the  Committee 
(pp.  11612-13). 


85th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
2d  Session  | 


Report 
No.  2104 


CONSIDERATION  OF  H.  R.  13015 


July  1,  1958. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  617] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  617,  reports  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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85th  CONGEESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  238 

H.  RES.  61 7 

[Report  No.  2104] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  1, 1958 

Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Eules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 

4  Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to 

5  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

6  for  other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which  shall  be 

7  confined  to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours, 

8  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 

9  ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Serv- 

10  ices,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under  the  five- 

11  minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 

12  bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the 


2 


1  bill  to  the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have  been 

2  adopted,  and  the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 

3  ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 

4  without  intervening  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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CONTENTS 
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Economic  situation. 5, 25, 40 

JHucation. . . 10 
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HIGHLIGHTS : 

3 


Senate  passed  publi^/worlcs  appropriate 

SENATE 


Public  Law  480 . 12,41 

Reclamation. ............ .44 

Research. .6, 24 

Rural  development . 26 

Security . . . 13,20 

Small  business . . . 11 

Statehood. . . 4,15,31 

Textiles . 32 

Tobacco . .6,35 

Training . . . 45 

Hater . . . .3 

Wildlife . ....3 

bill. 


1.  COOPERATIVES.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendments 


S.  2444,  to  authorize 
or  in  groups  (S.  Rei 


^producers’  cooperatives  to  bargai\with  purchasers  singly 
1310).  p.  11967 


2.  APPROPRIATIONS,  passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12353,  the  civi)>l  functions  ap¬ 
propriations  bMl  for  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  certain  agencies  of  the 
Interior  Department,  and  TVA,  for  1959.  pp.  11990-12008 


3.  EXPENDITUI 
on  R.educj 
pay  foi 


PERSONNEL,  Sen.  Byrd  submitted  the  report  of  the  JoiN^t  Committee 
on  of  Nonessential  Federal  Expenditures  on  Federal  employment  and 
lay  1958,  pp.  11963-71 


4.  STATEHOOD.  Sen.  Bible  commended  the  passage  of  the  Alaska  statehood  bilrs^nd 
Serf.  Monroney  concurred,  pp,  11979-80 

5.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Sen.  Potter  inserted  the  speeches  of  the  President,  Ralpl 
Cordiner  of  GE,  and  Thomas  McCabe  of  Scott  Paper  Co.,  at  the  economic  mobilize 
tion  conference  on  the  economic  situation  and  efforts  made  to  accelerate  the 
upturn  in  the  economy,  pp.  11930-5 


\ 


•2- 

HOUSS 


6.  RESEARCH;  LANDS;  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  Coranittee  reported  the  following^ 
bills:  (p.  12086) 

S.  3076,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  the  transportation  in  the  U^/S. 
of  live  foot-and-mouth  disease  virus  for  research  purposes  (H.  ty^pt. 
2126). 

R.  6542,  without  amendment,  to  authorize  the  conveyance  of 
forest  lands  to  the  town  of  Dayton,  Wyo.  (H.  Rept.  2127). 

12840,  without  amendment,  to  provide  a  single  acreage 


‘tain 


H. 


lotment  for 


rei 


sun-cured  and  Va.  fire-cured  tobaccos  if  fanners  vote/approval  in  a 
srendum  (H.  Rept.  2128). 


7.  INfOIWATION;N^BRARIES.  The  House  Administration  Committee^  reported  without 
amendment  H,  R.  13140,  to  provide  for  distribution  of  additional  types  of 
Government  publications  to  depository  libraries  and  to/provide  for  designa¬ 
tion  of  additional  depository  libraries  (H.  Rept.  213d) •  p.  12086 


8.  FISH  AND  WILDLIFE.  *Ehe  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  ordered  re¬ 
ported  the  following  Neills:  (p.  D654)  /  f 

H.  R.  13138,  with  arKendment,  to  amend  the  Coordination  Act  so  as  to  pro-  v 
vide  more  effective  integration  of  fish/and  wildlife  conservation  pro¬ 
grams  with  Federal  wgter  development  programs. 


S.  2617,  with  amendment ,\to  authorize  tne  purchase  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  of  wetlands  and  small  areas  for  migratory  bird  sanctuaries 
from  funds  collected  frotathe  saLe  of  Migratory  Bird  hunting  stamps, 

S.  2447,  with  amendment,  to  authorize  studies  by  Interior  of  the  effects 
of  insecticides  upon  fish  ahd ywildlife, 

H.  R,  10244,  with  amendment,  to/^eaffirm  the  national  policy  regarding 
fish  and  wildlife  resource* 


9.  INSPECTION  SERVICES.  A  subcommittee  of  Ehe  Government  Operations  Committee 
ordered  reported  S.  3873,  to/authorize  the  interchange  of  inspection  services 
between  executive  agencies/without  reimbursement  or  transfer  of  lands, 
p.  D653 


10.  EDUCATION.  Rep.  HaslceLf  inserted  a  letter  fromthe  President  expressing  his 
support  for  enactmenp  of  Ma  sound  educational  birl."  p.  12040 

Received  from  the  U.  S.  Advisory  Commission  on  Educational  Exchange  a 
report  on  the  educational  exchange  activities  (H.  Doc.  419) .  p.  12085 


11.  SMALL  BUSINESS./'  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.\7963,  to  make  the 
Small  Business  Administration  a  permanent  agency  and  to  increase  the  SBA 
loan  authority  (H.  Rept.  2135).  pp.  12041-43 


12.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Debated  H.  R.  13015,  to  authorize  construction  at 

military  installations,  including  authorization  for  financing  from  the 
foreign  currencies  acquired  under  Public  Law  480  or  through  other  commodity 
transactions  of  CCC.  pp,  12043,  12044-74 


SONNEL.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideratid  of 
S.  1411,  to  give  agencies  discretion  in  either  suspending  or  retainin  ^on 
duty  a  Federal  employee  prior  to  security  hearings,  p.  12043 


14.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Rep.  Bailey  spoke  in  opposition  to  provisions  of  the 

Atomic  Energy  Commission  authorization  bill  which  would  accelerate  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  atomic  reactors,  pp.  12074-77 

The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R.  13121, 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  authorization  bill.  p.  12043 
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12043 


the  same  as  the  authority  conferred 
SB^^y  amendment  No.  16  with  resp«<ft  to 
RPC  loSh^i  transferred  to  it  u'ndep'fhat  Re- 
organizatloh^Ian.  The  Hoqs^fecedes. 

ENT  Speij 
PauSRb^n, 

WbijSIK^^atman, 

BERT  Ra^»$L  j 

Gordon  L.  McfesmotsGH, 
William  B.  Widn^ 

Jackson  E.  Betts, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Hoi 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY  CON¬ 
STRUCTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
fo’lows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R. 
13015)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations,  and  for  other  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  2 
hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amendment  under 
the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the 
Committee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to 
the  House  with  such  amendments  as  may 
have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill 
and  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage 
without  intervening  motion  except  one 
motion  to  recommit. 

(Mr.  MADDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  617  makes  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  13015,  the  military 
construction  authorization  bill.  The 
resolution  provides  for  an  open  rule  and 
2  hours  of  general  debate. 

The  total  amount  authorized  is  $1,762,- 
904,000;  $732,071,000  is  authorized  for 
the  Army;  of  this  amount  approximately 
63  percent  is  for  the  guided-missile  pro¬ 
gram — the  surface-to-air  missile  pro¬ 
gram,  including  logistic  support  facilities, 
and  research  and  development  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities.  In  addition,  $30,847,000  is 
authorized  to  defray  deficiencies  in  au¬ 
thorizations  previously  granted  because 
of  the  general  rise  in  construction  costs 
throughout  the  world. 

The  Navy  is  authorized  $319,048,000  for 
new  public  works  and  $15,825,000  for  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  authorizations.  A  major 
part  of  the  funds  are  to  be  used  to  mod¬ 
ernize  the  Navy’s  Shore  Establishment 
and  to  replace  obsolescent  and  deterio¬ 
rated  facilities. 

The  Air  Force  authorization  is  $957,- 
372,000  for  construction  of  new  facilities 
at  160  major  installations,  plus  facilities 
at  sites  for  strategic  defense  and  tactical 
missiles,  off-base  navigational  aids,  air¬ 
craft  control  and  warning  system  sites. 
Also,  $4,372,000  is  authorized  for  the  Air 
Force  Academy  and  $13,411,000  for  in¬ 
creased  authorizations  for  prior  years’ 
projects  for  a  total  of  $975,155,000. 

Fifty  million  dollars  is  authorized  for 
the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency 
of  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  bill 
authorizes  a  total  of  53,904  family  hous¬ 


ing  units  to  be  developed  either  under  the 
Capehart  and  surplus  commodity  pro¬ 
grams  or  military  construction,  plus  an¬ 
other  9,374  units  to  be  acquired  under  the 
Wherry  housing  program.  The  author-, 
ization  for  Reserve  component  facilities 
is  $30,958,000. 

I  urge  the  adoption  of  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  617  so  the  House  may  proceed  to 
the  consideration  of  H.  R.  13015  for 
which  ample  time  has  been  provided. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  and 
reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  the  Committee  on 
Rules  give  any  particular  attention  to 
section  110  of  this  bill,  which  provides 
for  the  moving  of  an  ordnance  depot 
from  near  Houston,  Tex.,  to  somewhere 
in  Alabama  at  a  cost  to  the  taxpayers  of 
more  than  $44  million? 

Mr.  MADDEN.  The  committee  did  not 
give  any  special  attention  to  that  par¬ 
ticular  phase  of  it,  but  no  doubt  it  will 
be  brought  out  in  debate  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time. 

(Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  explained 
so  ably.  House  Resolution  617  makes  in 
order  the  consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R. 
13015,  the  so-called  military  construction 
authorization  bill,  with  2  hours  of  gen¬ 
eral  debate.  It  is  an  open  rule  which  will 
permit  amendments. 

This  legislation,  and  the  report  there¬ 
on,  are  quite  voluminous  and  quite  de¬ 
tailed.  The  bill,  if  my  recollection 
serves  me  correctly,  authorizes  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  over  $1.7  billion  for  mili¬ 
tary  construction  of  different  types  in 
different  sections  of  the  country  for  the 
Army,  Navy,  Marine  Corps,  and  their 
military  installations. 

A  great  part  of  the  funds  involved  in 
this  legislation  would  be  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  new  military  housing.  This 
is  a  measure  I  feel  should  be  explained 
rather  thoroughly,  and  I  am  sure  it  will 
be  by  the  members  of  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services.  It  does  involve, 
as  I  have  said,  the  expenditure  of  a  great 
deal  pf  the  taxpayers’  money. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time  and  yield  back  the 
balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  resolution. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 


of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
(S.  1411)  to  amend  the  act  of  August  26, 
1950,  relating  to  the  suspension  of  employ¬ 
ment  of  civilian  personnel  of  the  United 
States  in  the  interest  of  national  security. 
After  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  bill  and  continue  not  to  exceed  1 
tour,  to  be  equally  divided  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 


AUTHORIZING  APPROPRIATION 
,  FOR  ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMI 
3ION 

:r.  MADDEN  (on  behalf  of  /Mr. 
O’Neill)  from  the  Committee  on  Rhles, 
reported  the  following  privileged  rsfeolu- 
tion\H.  Res.  625,  Rept.  No.  2124)  ,^which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoptiA  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  she  consideration  of  tl*  bill  (H.  R. 
13121)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission  Im  accordance 
with  section  261  of  the  Atonwc  Energy  Act 
of  1954,  as  amended,  and  for  ®ther  purposes. 
After  general  debate,  which/shall  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  All  and  contimje  not  to  exceed 
2  hours,  to  be  Vqually  divid  A  and  controlled 
by  the  chairman  and  rankirie  House  minority 
member  of  the  Vomt  Comlnittee  on  Atomic 
Energy,  the  bill  Shall  be  r£d  for  amendment 
under  the  5-minate  rule.#  At  the  conclusion 
of  the  consideration  of  she  bill  for  amend¬ 
ment,  the  Committee  .mail  rise  and  report 
the  bill  to  the  Hou*  wjph  such  amendments 
as  may  have  been  adorned,  and  the  previous 
question  shall  be  cmSidered  as  ordered  on 
the  bill  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  iniAvening  motion  except 
one  motion  to  recor 


TG  SAFETY  ON 
5RS  OF  THE 


SUSPENSION  OF  EMPLOYMENT  OF 
CIVILIAN  PERSONNEL  IN  THE  IN¬ 
TEREST  OF  NATIONAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  MADDEN  (on  behalf  of  Mr.  Col- 
mer)  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  re¬ 
ported  the  following  privileged  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  Res.  624,  Rept.  No.  2123),  which 
was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and 
ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  that  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that, 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 


PROMOTING  fOAT 
NAVIGABLE#  WAT 
UNITED  SJATES 

Mr.  MADDM,  from  tl^  Committee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution 
(H.  Res.  62&ptept.  No.  2135),  which  was 
referred  toahe  House  Calendar  and  or¬ 
dered  to  bafprinted : 

ResolvedwThat  upon  the  adaption  of  this 
resolution^  shall  be  in  order  \o  move  that 
the  Housed resolve  itself  into  th\  Committee 
of  the  Wjable  House  on  the  State  the  Union 
for  the  <wnsideartion  of  the  bill  (a.  R.  11078) 
to  pronftte  boating  safety  on  thdk  navigable 
waters  Ml  the  United  States,  its  'territories, 
and  possessions;  to  provide  coordination  and 
coopdEtion  with  the  States  in  the  interest  of 
uniformity  of  boating  laws;  and  far  other 
purgBses.  After  general  debate,  whi&i  shall 
be  dKnfined  to  the  bill  and  continue  \iot  to 
exceed  2  hours,  to  be  equally  divide*  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  mi- 
rity  member  of  the  Commitete  on  TMer- 
[ant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  the  bill  shafi  be 
sad  for  amendment  under  the  5-mimite 
He.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  consideration 
>f  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Comm  it®  e 
shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  Houl 
with  such  amendments  as  may  have  bees* 
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adopted,  and  the  previous  questionsliall-W 
considerecTRs-Mdgred  on  theJiUi-rrffSarnend.- 
ments  thereto  without  inter- 

veningjnotiaff'  except  ofrO — oagtion  to 
jreeolfunit.  "  - — . 


AUTHORIZE  CERTAIN  CONSTRUC¬ 
TION  AT  MILITARY  INSTALLATIONS 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to  authorize 
certain  construction  at  military  installa¬ 
tions,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015),  with 
Mr.  Delaney  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  30  minutes. 

(Mr.  VINSON  asked  and  was  given  per- 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
bill  is  know  as  the  military  Construc¬ 
tion  authorization  bill  for  fiscal  year 
1959. 

The  grand  total  of  all  authorities 
granted  in  the  bill  is  $1,762,904,000. 

This  total  is  made  up  of  a  number  of 
elements,  two  of  which  are  new  in  this 
year’s  bill.  This  grand  total  of  $1,762,- 
904,000  is  broken  down  into  its  six  ele¬ 
ments  as  follows : 

Army,  $332,071,000. 

Navy,  $319,048,000. 

Air  Force,  $957,372,000. 

Department  of  Defense — for  the  Ad¬ 
vanced  Research  Projects  Agency,  $50 
million. 

Deficiency  authorizations,  $64,455,000. 

Construction  for  the  Reserve  compo¬ 
nents — armories  and  Reserve  facilities, 
$39,958,000. 

Now,  this  construction  bill,  of  course, 
is  a  reflection  of  the  size  of  our  Armed 
Forces.  This  year,  it  is  based  on  870,000 
men  in  the  Army,  864  ships  in  the- Navy, 
and  105  wings  in  the  Air  Force  author¬ 
ized  for  June  30,  1959. 

Each  of  the  services  has  its  physical 
plant  requirement  which,  together  with 
the  men  and  the  weapons,  makes  up 
the  total  of.  our  defense.  The  physical 
plant  is  an  absolutely  essential  part  of 
the  defense  structure  and  it  must  be  im¬ 
proved,  added  to,  and  kept  modern  all 
of  the  time. 

Now,  a  bill  of  this  kind  has  its  origin 
in  the  requests  made  by  the  field  estab¬ 
lishments  of  the  three  services.  It  is 
then  submitted  through  channels  to  the 
particular  military  department  head¬ 
quarters  in  Washington.  That  depart¬ 
ment  reviews  it  and  it  is  finally  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Secretary  of  the  military 
department  for  his  approval.  The  pro¬ 
gram  then  goes  to  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  and  specifically  to  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Properties  and 
Installations,  a  position  now  very  com¬ 
petently  held  by  Mr.  Floyd  S.  Bryant. 

Mr.  Bryant’s  job  is  to  review  and  co¬ 
ordinate  all  of  the  military  construction 


programs,  making  certain,  for  example, 
that  facilities  of  one  service  that  are  not 
now  being  used  to  full  capacity  be  used 
by  another  service.  This  office  takes 
the  overall  view  of  the  total  construction 
program.  \ 

Following  this  process  this  year  from  a 
dollar  standpoint,  the  picture  is  this :  the 
field  offices  of  the  three  departments 
made  requests  for  construction  totaling 
over  two  and  a  quarter  billion  dollars. 
Each  of  the  three  services  cut  this  sum 
and  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  office  cut 
it  further.  So  that  we  have  before  us  a 
bill  as  I  described  it  above. 

This  year  the  field  requests  of  the  three 
military  departments  totaled  over  two 
and  a  quarter  billion  dollars.  The  bill 
as  submitted  to  the  committee  for  the 
three  military  departments  was  $1,634,- 
000,000.  The  committee  reduced  this  by 
over  $25  million,  but  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  committee  inserted  language 
authorizing  the  construction  of  armories 
in  the  amount  of  $40  million,  it  makes 
the  total  of  the  bill  approximately  $15 
million  more  than  asked  for  by  the  de¬ 
partments. 

The  two  new  elements  injected  into 
this  bill,  which  I  mentioned,  are  an  au¬ 
thority  in  the  amount  of  $50  million  for 
the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency 
and  almost  $40  million  for  construction 
of  armories  and  Reserve  facilities  for  all 
of  our  Reserve  components.  Neither  of 
these  has  appeared  in  a  military  con¬ 
struction  bill  before  this  year. 

The  bill  repi-esents  some  2,800  individ¬ 
ual  items,  not  counting  the  Reserve  con¬ 
struction  or  the  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency.  These  line  items  are 
carried  in  what  are  called  backup  books 
and  I  have  brought  one  of  those  books — 
only  one  of  them — to  the  floor  today  in 
order  that  the  House  can  have  some  idea 
of  the  amount  of  detailed  study  which 
goes  into  one  of  these  bills.  This  par¬ 
ticular  book  has  111  pages  and  is  only  1 
of  9  books. 

Obviously,  it  would  be  impossible  to  go 
into  any  great  detail  with  respect  to  a 
program  of  this  size  on  the  floor  of  the 
House.  Indeed,  it  would  take  as  long  for 
me  to  explain  it  on'the  floor  as  it  took  the 
committee  to  study  it  during  its  hearings. 
T  will,  therefore,  deal  with  some  of  the 
highlights  of  the  program  in  order  to 
make  the  general  picture  clear  to  the 
Members  of  the  House. 

For  example,  some  $545  million  of  con¬ 
struction  in  this  bill  is  directly  in  support 
of  our  missile  programs;  about  $230  mil¬ 
lion  is  for  expanded  radar  defense  sys¬ 
tems;  $208  million  is  for  improving  the 
capabilities  of  our  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand;  and  $178  million  is  for  research 
and  development,  antimissile,  missiles, 
^.nd  facilities  needed  for  outer  space 
projects.  Understand,  none  of  this  au¬ 
thority  is  for  missiles  themselves  or  for 
other  equipment.  It  is  all  for  construc¬ 
tion. 

These  elements  of  the  program  alone 
make  up  80  percent  of  the  total  construc¬ 
tion  for  the  three  military  departments. 

Before  looking  at  the  highlights  of  the 
programs  for  the  three  military  depart¬ 
ments,  let  me  point  out  one  important 
matter  which  goes  directly  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  construction  costs,  and  that  is 
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the  fact  that  94  percent  of  all  of  the  con¬ 
struction  contracts  let  by  the  military 
departments  are  on  a  bid  basis.  The 
competition  is  strong  and  the  prospective 
contractors  are  using  their  sharpest  pen¬ 
cils  to  get  the  work.  To  my  mind,  there 
is  no  greater  assurance  of  getting  a  dol¬ 
lar’s  worth  of  construction  for  a  dollar 
spent  than  this  bid  process. 

ARMY 

Let  us  look  first  at  the  Army  program; 
Almost  40  percent  of  the  Army  program, 
or  over  $137  million,  is  for  construction 
of  NIKE,  Hawk,  and  Missile  Master  fa¬ 
cilities;  11  percent  is  for  permanent  bar¬ 
racks,  messes,  and  administrative  and 
supply  buildings  for  almost  11,000  enlist¬ 
ed  men;  9  percent,  or  $31  million,  is  for 
classified  facilities  in  overseas  areas.  All 
of  the  other  percentages  are  relatively 
small  and  cover,  for  the  most  part,  im¬ 
provements  and  additions  to  existing 
installations. 

NAVY 

For  the  Navy,  almost  20  percent  is  de¬ 
voted  to  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  many  of  them  classified  items 
and  some  of  them  relating  to  Polaris 
facilities.  Over  14  percent  is  for  opera¬ 
tional,  communications,  and  depot  fa¬ 
cilities  to  support  the  needs  of  the  ex¬ 
panding  submarine  and  antisubmarine 
operations.  Over  13  percent  is  for  vari¬ 
ous  training  facilities.  And  I  might  say 
that  training  facilities  in  all  of  our  mili¬ 
tary  services  are  more  important  today 
than  they  have  ever  been  before. 
Changing  weapons  systems  and  chang¬ 
ing  concepts  of  warfare  make  up-to-date 
training  absolutely  necessary  at  all 
times. 

Almost  13  percent  of  the  Navy  pro¬ 
gram  is  for  the  housing  of  our  enlisted 
personnel.  Again,  the  other  percentages 
are  relatively  small  and  represent  for 
the  most  part  the  continued  improve¬ 
ment  of  naval  facilities. 

AIR  FORCE 

The  percentage  distribution  of  the  Air 
Force  program  is  more  widespread  than 
the  other  services,  although  the  amounts 
of  money  are  substantial  in  each  case. 
You  will  note  that  the  Air  Force  program 
is  more  than  both  the  Army  and  the 
Navy  program  together. 

Almost  18  percent  of  the  Air  Force 
program  is  devoted  to  the  dispersal  of 
units  of-  the  Strategic  Air  Command; 
17  precent  is  for  the  construction  of 
facilities  for  ballistic  missiles;  13  percent 
is  devoted  to  construction  in  support  of 
our  aircraft,  control,  and  warning  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States,  Alaska,  and 
Canada.  And  over  12  percent  relates  to 
construction  for  the  BOMARC  missile  at 
various  locations  within  the  United 
States.  * 

The  rest  of  the  Air  Force  program  is 
made  up  of  troop  housing  for  enlisted 
personnel,  maintenance  facilities,  exten¬ 
sion  of  the  Distant  Early  Warning  Line 
and  numerous  other  additions  and  im¬ 
provements  to  existing  bases. 

So  those  are  the  highlights  of  the  Con¬ 
struction  programs  of  the  three  depart¬ 
ments.  I  would  now  like  to  deal  briefly 
with  items  which  are  always  of  interest 
to  the  House  and  those  are  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  new  bases  in  the  program,  and 
family  housing  for  our  military  people. 
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LAND 

I  am  happy  to  say  that  land  acqui¬ 
sition  in  this  program  is  the  smallest  in 
many  years.  The  Army,  for  example, 
needs  only  about  4,000  acres;  the  Navy, 
a  little  over  1,000;  and  the  Air  Force, 
2,000  acres.  Of  course,  some  additional 
relatively  small  parcels  of  land  will  be 
required  from  time  to  time  for  aircraft 
control  and  warning  sites,  strategic 
missiles,  and  other  similar  activities. 
These  particular  acquisitions  cannot  be 
anticipated  with  any  great  accuracy  in 
advance  but  they  should  not  add  any 
great  amount  of  land  to  the  amounts 
which  I  have  just  referred  to. 

Speaking  of  land,  we  hear  so  often 
about  the  tremendous  areas  of  land  in 
the  United  States  under  the  control  of 
the  military,  and  it  is  quite  true  that 
they  do  use  and  occupy  vast  areas  in  the 
United  States.  In  my  own  opinion,  the 
land  used  by  the  military  is  necessary 
for  their  proper  functioning  and  is  not 
excessive. 

It  is  true  that  disposals  of  land  can  be 
made  here  and  there  and,  indeed,  are 
being  made  every  day.  Illustrative  of 
this  is  the  fact  that  between  August  of 
1955  and  April  of  1958,  a  total  of  469 
installations,  or  portions  of  them,  con¬ 
stituting  over  1,800,000  acres  were  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  excess  to  the  needs  of  the 
Department.  Currently,  an,  additional 
41/2  million  acres  of  land  are  being 
studied  within  the  Department  with  the 
idea  that  they,  too,  will  be  disposed  of. 

The  military  departments  today  oc¬ 
cupy,  in  various  fashions,  about  27  mil¬ 
lion  acres  in  the  United  States,  of  which 
only  iy2  million  acres  have  been  re¬ 
moved  from  tax  rolls.  Their  total  land 
use  is  equivalent  to  only  1.4  percent  of 
the  total  land  area  of  the  United  States. 
And  over  half  of  the  land  under  mili¬ 
tary  control  is  from  the  public  domain 
and  has  never  been  on  the  tax  rolls. 
In  any  event,  as  indicated  above,  the 
additional  acquisitions  this  year  are  ex¬ 
tremely  small  and  this  is  very  gratify¬ 
ing. 

While  on  the  subject  of  land,  I  might 
point  out  that  this  year’s  bill,  as  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
contained  a  provision  which  would  re¬ 
peal  the  law  which  would  require  the 
military  departments  to  come  into 
agreement  with  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  on  acquisitions  or  disposals 
involving  more  than  $25,000.  The  com¬ 
mittee  feels  that  this  is  a  wise  safe¬ 
guard  and  struck  from  the  bill  the  re¬ 
pealing  language.  So  the  committee 
will  still  have  the  opportunity  to  review 
these  matters. 

NEW  BASES 

Again,  I  am  happy  to  inform  you  that 
there  are  no  truly  new  bases  in  the  pro¬ 
gram.  There  are,  of  course,  some  new 
radar  stations  and  other  minor  facilities 
of  this  kind  but  there  are  no  new  bases 
of  a  substantial  nature  in  the  program. 

FAMILY  HOUSING 

The  family  housing  program  is  going 
very  well  both  from  the  standpoint  of 
constructing  new  family  housing  and 
the  acquisition  of  Wherry  housing  proj¬ 
ects.  This  bill  contains  a  total  of  53,904 
units  with  11,008  for  the  Army,  8,851  for 
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the  Navy,  and  34,045  for  the  Air  Force. 

Only  935  of  this  total  will  be  built 
with  appropriated  funds.  Most  of  the 
remaining  houses  will  be  constructed 
under  the  Capehart  program.  And 
overseas,  6,673  houses  will  be  con¬ 
structed  under  the  surplus  agriculture 
commodities  program. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  With  pleasure. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Did  I  understand  the 
gentleman  to  say  that  there  are  95,000 
housing  units  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  VINSON.  There  are  53,904  hous¬ 
ing  units;  11,008  for  the  Army,  8,815  for 
the  Navy,  and  34,045  for  the  Air  Force. 
Except  for  935  built  under  direct  appro¬ 
priation  and  6,673  surplus  commodity 
houses,-  the§e  units  are  built  under  what 
is  known  as  the  Capehart  Act. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman  have 
a  breakdown  of  the  housing  units  to  be 
built  outside  of  Continental  United 
States? 

Mr.  VINSON,  If  the  gentleman  will 
examine  the  bill  he  will  get  that  infor¬ 
mation.  The  bill  requires  line  items  for 
the  housing.  Indeed,  I  will  state  to  the 
committee  that  the  law  requires  that  no 
houses  may  be  built  inside  the  country 
or  overseas  except  by  line  item. 

While  on  the  subject  of  housing,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  the  bill  this 
year  contains  a  line  item  for  every  family 
housing  unit  which  is  going  to  be  con¬ 
structed.  This  is  the  result  of  last  year’s 
law  which  requires  that  no  housing  of 
any  kind  can  be  built  or  acquired  after 
June  30,  1958,  unless  it  has  been  sup¬ 
ported  by  a  specific  line  item  in  the  mili¬ 
tary  construction  bill.  So  you  can  see 
where  all  of  th^se  houses  are  going  to  be 
built  by  a  reference  to  H.  R.  13015. 

COMMITTEE  CHANGES 

I  mentioned  briefly  the  great  number 
of  individual  items  in  this  bill — 2,800  of 
them.  The  bill  you  have  before  you  is, 
of  course,  a  clean  bill  which  shows  only 
a  very  small  number  of  last-minute 
amendments,  some  of  them  merely  cor¬ 
rective  amendments. 

The  bill  which  the  committee  held  its 
hearings  on  was  amended  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  in  115  instances.  And  these  115 
amendments  represent  only  those  which 
could  be  seen  on  the  face  of  the  bill.  At 
least  this  same  number  of  additional 
amendments  were  made  internally  in  the 
various  sections  of  the  bill  but  did  not 
appear  individually  other  than  as  a  sin¬ 
gle  change  in  a  money  figure.  One  of 
these  amendments,  I  recall,  involved  22 
internal  changes  in  a  classified  portion 
of  the  bill.  This  illustrates  the  precise 
and  detailed  consideration  which  the 
committee  gives  to  a  bill  of  this  kind. 

Many — indeed,  most — of  the  changes 
which  I  have  referred  to  were  modifica¬ 
tions  of  items  submitted  by  the  depart¬ 
ments.  In  a  few  instances,  the  commit¬ 
tee  added  items  which,  in  their  best 
judgment,  should  be  in  the  program  but 
were  not  included  in  it  for  various  rea¬ 
sons  with  which  the  committee  did  not 
agree.  I  might  say  at  this  point  that 
although  the  committee  in  great  part  is 
offering  to  the  House  a  program  which 
represents  the  requests  of  the  military 


departments,  it  still  is  highly  aware  and 
sensitive  to  the  fact  that  in  the  last 
analysis,  it  is  Congress  who  raises  and 
supports  our  military  force  and  writes 
into  the  law  the  items  which  it  thinks 
the  Congress  should  provide  for  our 
Armed  Forces. 

I  would  like  to  enumerate  briefly  the 
matters  which  the  committee  inserted  in 
the  program. 

FORT  HUACHUCA,  ARIZ. 

The  first  of  these  is  the  addition  of 
the  second  increment  of  a  technical 
building  at  Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.  I  will 
not  go  into  great  detail  about  any  of 
these  items  but  this  is,  perhaps,  a  typi¬ 
cal  one.  The  first  half  of  this  building, 
which  performs  a  highly  classified  func¬ 
tion,  is  just  being  completed  at  this  time. 
The  Army  had  the  second  half  of  the 
building  in  its  program  last  year  and 
again  this  year,  but  each  time,  because 
of  budgetary  limitations,  the  second  half 
of  the  building  failed  to  survive  the  re¬ 
views  of  the  various  echelons  within  the 
Department  and  at  the  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  So  the  committee  in  its  best 
judgment  inserted  this  item  and  hopes 
that  appropriations  wjll  be  made  in 
order  that  this  important  facility  can 
be  completed  at  the  earliest  possible 
date. 

NAVAL  SHIPYARD,  CHARLESTON,  S.  C. 

Another  item  added  by  the  committee 
was  authority  to  construct  a  drydock  at 
a  cost  of  $10  million  in  Charleston,  S.  C. 
The  Navy  conceded  that  the  existing 
drydocks  at  Charleston  are  not  capable 
of  accommodating  the  new  ballistic  mis¬ 
sile  submarines.  And  since  this  type  of 
submarine  will  operate  from  this  area,  it 
is  essential  that  all  facilities  necessary 
for  its  operation  be  provided  in  timely 
fashion.  <* 

Also,  at  Charleston,  S.  C.,  the  commit¬ 
tee  inserted  authority  in  the  amount  of 
$10,300,000  for  classified  facilities  di¬ 
rectly  related  to  the  ballistic  missile  sub¬ 
marine.  I  cannot  go  into  detail  about 
these,  suffice  it  to  say  that  recent  devel¬ 
opments  made  this  item  particularly 
necessary  at  this  time.  The  Navy  was  in 
full  agreement  with  the  committee’s  ac¬ 
tion,  and  I  believe  it  can  be  safely  said 
that  there  is  little  argument  about  the 
decision  of  the  committee  with  respect 
to  the  addition  of  this  construction. 

NAVAL  AUXILIARY  AIR  STATION,  KINGSVILLE, 
TEX. 

At  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Kingsville,  Tex.,  the  committee  added 
$1,041,000  to  construct  two  barracks  for 
504  enlisted  men.  The  existing  barracks 
were  built  at  the  beginning  of  World 
War  II  with  a  5-year  life.  They  have 
long  outlived  their  usefulness  and  this  is 
only  a  small  step  toward  furnishing  our 
enlisted  people  with  reasonable  and 
livable  quarters. 

NAVAL  AIR  STATION,  SAN  DIEGO,  CALIF. 

For  the  Naval  Air  Station,  San  Diego, 
Calif.,  the  committee  inserted  authority 
in  the  amount  of  $7  million  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  new  marginal  wharf  and 
for  dredging  in  that  area.  Today,  the 
Forrestal- type  carrier  is  assigned  for 
service  in  the  Pacific,  but  the  existing 
harbor  entrance  channel  is  too  shallow 
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to  accommodate  these  carriers.  Also, 
there  is  not  in  the  San  Diego  area  a 
wharf  of  sufficient  size  and  equipment 
with  adequate  utilities  to  berth,  refuel, 
and  service  this  type  of  carrier.  Activi¬ 
ties  in  the  San  Diego  area  relating  to  this 
class  of  carrier  are  now  both  expensive 
and,  on  occasion,  extremely  dangerous. 

NAVAL  SHIPYARD,  LONG  BEACH,  CALIF. 

The  subsidence  of  the  Naval  Shipyard 
at  Long  Beach,  Calif.,  has  a  long  history 
which  I  will  not  detail  now.  Suffice  it 
to  say  that  the  shipyard  at  one  point  has 
sunk  17  feet.  The  apparent  cause  of 
this  subsidence  is  the  withdrawal  of  oil 
from  the  Wilmington  oilfield.  Over 
the  years,  the  Navy  has  been  granted  au¬ 
thorities  to  build  protective  works  to 
keep  the  ocean  out  of  the  shipyard.  Ac¬ 
tion  taken  by  this  committee  last  year 
resulted  in  legislation  being  passed^  by 
the  State  of  California  to  correct  this 
subsidence.  As  an  encouragement  to 
this  forward-looking  program,  the  com¬ 
mittee  authorized  $6  million  for  protec¬ 
tive  works  for  what  it  hopes  to  be  the 
last  protective  works  for  this  shipyard 
in  which  we  have  an  investment  of  $65 
million — and  a  replacement  cost  of  $140 
million.  Only  $500,000  of  this  $6  mil¬ 
lion,  however,  can  be  used  until  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  in  his  judgment  is 
satisfied  that  the  State  and  local  au¬ 
thorities  and  the  oil  companies  have 
taken  effective  action  to  prevent  further 
subsidence. 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE,  BROOKS  AIR 
FORCE  BASE,  TEX. 

A  rather  large  authority  added  by  the 
committee  was  one  for  the  School  af 
Aviation  Medicine  at  Brooks  Air  Force 
Base,  Tex.  This  school  is  probably  the 
only  school  of  it  kind  in  the  whole  world. 
Unfortunately,  it  has  had  a  rather  un¬ 
happy  history  from  a  construction  and 
facilities  standpoint  since  its  inception. 
While  the  operations  carried  on  there — 
such  as  the  recent  simulated  trip  to  the 
moon — are  of  great  interest  and  of  even 
greater  importance  to  our  country  as  we 
move  forward  into  extremely  high  speeds 
within  the  atmosphere,  and  out  into 
space,  the  construction  items  for  a  facil¬ 
ity  of  this  kind  seem  always  to  fall  out  of 
a  program  along  the  way  and  are  re¬ 
placed  by  items  of,  shall  we  say,  a  more 
immediately  practical  nature.  Well,  in 
my  opinion,  we  need  the  runways  and  the 
barracks  but  we  also  need  to  keep  our  eye 
fixed  far  into  the  future.  And  there 
never  has  been  a  time  in  the  history  of 
the  world  when  this  has  been  more  im¬ 
portant.  Some  $9  million  has  already 
been  authorized  for  this  school  and  it 
has  been  functioning  under  restricted 
conditions  for  many  years.  Always  it 
seems  that  budget  limitations  or  higher 
priorities  have  caused  this  school  to  suf¬ 
fer  in  the  ^authorization  bill.  And  for 
this  reason,  the  committee  decided  this 
year  to  take  the  bull  by  the  horns  and 
insert  this  most  important  construction 
authority  in  the  bill.  We  would  not  dare 
fall  behind  in  this  field  and  I  fear  that  we 
may  well  fall  behind  unless  we  give  our 
military  people  the  research  tools  that 
are  so  necessary. 

BARKSDALE  AIR  FORCE  BASE,  LA. 

Another  item  for  barracks  was  added 
at  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  La.  This 


is  an  important  Strategic  Air  Command 
base  and  it,  like  the  installation  in  Texas 
to  which  I  referred  briefly,  has  World 
War  II  barracks  which  simply  are  not  fit 
for  habitation.  The  $925,000  added  at 
this  installation  will  be  another  small 
step  in  providing  proper  facilities  for  our 
enlisted  airmen. 

SECTION  110  (SAN  JACINTO  ORDNANCE  DEPOT, 
TEX.) 

The  last  item  I  would  like  to  refer  to 
is  an  authority  granted  by  the  committee 
which  appears  as  section  110  in  the 
Army  title.  Actually,  this  is  more  than 
an  authority.  This  is  a  specific  direction 
to  the  Army  to  move  the  San  Jacinto 
Ordnance  Depot  from  its  present  location 
on  the  Houston  ship  channel  to  an  iso¬ 
lated  area  known  as  Point-Aux-Pins  in 
Alabama. 

The  department  took  the  position  that 
the  Point-Aux-Pins  facility  would  only 
be  built  in  the  event  of  total  mobiliza¬ 
tion.  The  great  industrial  centers  of 
Houston,  Tex.,  is  very  anxious  that  this 
hazardous  depot  at  San  Jacinto  be  re¬ 
moved  from  its  area.  There  are  some 
40  million  pounds  of  high  explosives 
there. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  record  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  show  there  are  80,000  tons. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes;  80,000  tons.  I 
thank  the  gentleman.  That  is  a  large 
amount.  That  is  80,000  tons.  That  80,- 
000  tons  keeps  the  people  in  that  area 
a  little  bit  disturbed  when  they  hear  a 
loud  clap  of  thunder  because  they  fear 
it  might  be  the  beginning  of  the  rumble 
of  the  explosion  of — how  many  tons  did 
you  say? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Eighty  thousand  tons. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes;  80,000  tons. 

The  Point-Aux-Pins  facility  was  au¬ 
thorized  in  the  amount  of  $26  million 
some  years  ago.  The  depot. has  never 
been  built  since  it  represented  only  a 
mobilization  requirement.  Indeed,  the 
land  has  never  been  acquired  for  the 
Point-Aux-Pins  facility. 

Now,  the  depot  in  Houston  was  built 
there  a  number  of  years  ago  and  covers 
about  5,000  acres.  The  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Thomas]  appeared  before 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  and  con¬ 
tended  in  most  forceful  fashion  that  this 
depot  should  be  moved  on  two  bases: 
the  first  of  these  is  that  the  facility  con¬ 
stitutes  a  danger  to  the  area  surround¬ 
ing  it  and  second,  it  is  now  located  on 
land  so  valuable  for  industrial  develop¬ 
ment  as  to  make  it  wholly  unfair  and 
improper  to  let  it  remain  in  its  present 
location.  The  committee,  after  delib¬ 
eration,  inserted  language  in  the  bill 
which  will  require  the  movement  of  this 
depot,  as  I  say,  to  a  new  location. 

It  is  difficult  to  give  exact  figures  of 
the  cost  involved  since  the  Government 
will  undoubtedly  recover  a  large  sum 
when  it  sells  the  property  at  the  present 
location.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  bill,  the  committee 
increased  the  authorization  for  the  Point- 
Aux-Pins  facility  from  $26  million  to  $44 
million,  the  $44  million  representing  the 
cost  of  constructing  the  replacement 
facility. 


Now,  that  is  the  construction  bill  for 
fiscal  year  1959.  I  agree  that  I  have 
dealt  with  only  the  highlights  of  the  bill 
but  I  trust  that  I  have  given  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  a  picture  sufficiently 
broad  to  warrant  their  support  of  this 
important  legislation. 

If  we  are  to  have  a  Defense  Establish¬ 
ment,  we  must  have  facilities  for  that 
establishment.  And  that  is  all  that  this 
bill  does.  It  provides  the  essential  con¬ 
struction  items  needed  to  provide  a  base 
fi’om  which  our  forces  can  fight  both 
here  and  overseas. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  far  is  the  city  of 
Houston  from  this  ordnance  depot? 

Mr.  VINSON.  About  15  miles. 

Mr.  GROSS.  There  seems  to  be  quite 
a  little  variation  according  to  the  testi¬ 
mony  brought  out  before  your  commit¬ 
tee. 

Mr.  VINSON.  There  are  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  buildings  in  that  area,  and  there 
are  numerous  oil  refineries  and  great 
chemical  plants  all  down  this  channel. 

Mr.  GROSS.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
there  is  a  chemical  plant  now;  is  there 
not? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  committee  has  not 
been  interested  in  anything  but  the 
ordnance  depot  itself.  I  did  not  think 
there  was  anything  much  there  except 
ammunition. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LAIRD.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  a  question  concerning  the 
hazards  relative  to  air  traffic  control. 

I  notice  that  in  this  bill  you  continue 
the  expansion  of  the  program  for  the 
construction  of  the  Richard  I.  Bong  Air 
Force  Base  in  Wisconsin.  Originally  it 
was  the  Strategic  Air  Command  base  but 
now  it  has  become  a  bomber  base  and 
it  is  located  between  two  of  the  busiest 
airports  in  the  world,  Chicago  Midway 
and  Milwaukee,  Wis.  It  is  45  miles  from 
each  of  these  2  important  civilian  fields, 
and  I  call  the  gentleman’s  attention  to 
the  consideration  the  commitete  gave  to 
the  safety  aspects  of  the  location  of  this 
particular  base. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  may  say 
to  our  distinguished  friend  who  made 
this  inquiry  that  all  of  these  locations 
were  cleared  with  the  CAA  and  with  the 
Air  Panel  of  the  Defense  Department. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  As  the  Chairman 
knows,  I  have  introduced  a  bill  request¬ 
ing  that  the  Port  Chicago  Naval  Maga¬ 
zine  in  California  be  relocated  in  a  safer 
area  at  Tubbs  Island,  Sonoma  County, 
Calif.  This  bill  was  introduced  at  the 
request  pf  the  port  supervisor  of  Contra 
Costa  County,  Calif.,  in  which  the  Port 
Chicago  Naval  Magazine  is  located. 

As  the  chairman  knows,  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  feeling  in  the  Port 
Chicago  area  because  of  the  great  loss  of 
life  that  occurred  there  in  World  War  II 
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and  because  of  the  tremendous  increase 
in  population  and  industry  of  the  area. 
The  people  in  that  community  are  very 
anxious  to  have  an  opportunity  to  be 
heard. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  sure  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows  the  attitude  of  the  commit¬ 
tee.  The  committee  feels  that  this 
country  is  large  enough  to  have  these 
installations  in  areas  where  there  is  no 
danger  from  these  high  explosives.  It 
is  hazardous,  as  the  gentleman  men¬ 
tioned,  to  have  such  installations  in  in¬ 
dustrial  areas.  The  gentleman  will 
probably  remember  some  25  or  30  years 
ago  when  we  established  the  first  naval 
depot  it  was  transferred  from  Kokomo, 
which  had  become  a  thickly  populated 
area,  to  Hawthorne,  Nev.  The  policy 
has  been  to  put  them  in  remote  sections 
of  the  country. 

Take  the  situation  of  this  channel, 
this  estuary  at  Houston.  It  is  a  hazard 
and  a  risk  to  an  enormous  amount  of 
shipping  that  uses  that  waterway.  Of 
course  the  people  are  disturbed.  If  we 
did  not  have  remote  areas  where  such 
installations  could  be  placed,  with 
safety  to  all  concerned,  it  might  be  nec¬ 
essary  to  leave  them  in  these  congested 
areas.  The  sensible  thing,  however,  is 
to  put  them  out  in  another  place  that 
the  Government  found.  That  is  the 
commonsense  thing  to  do.  We  should 
sell  the  present  property  and  get  as 
much  for  it  as  we  possibly  can,  not  give 
it  away.  In  that  connection  I  want  to 
say  I  am  proud  of  their  record  made  in 
the  sale  of  property  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  and  the  amount 
of  money  we  are  receiving  for  it.  I  just 
today  examined  the  figures.  In  a  great 
many  instances  we  receive  40  to  50  per¬ 
cent  of  the  total  amount  invested  by  the 
Government  when  we  sell  this  prop¬ 
erty. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Were  there  any  mass 
meetings  held  in  Houston,  Tex.,  in  op¬ 
position  to  the  establishment  of  this  ord¬ 
nance  plant? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  do  not  know.  That 
was  not  taken  up  by  the  Committee  on 
the  Armed  Services. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Back  in  1942  was  there 
any  opposition  to  the  establishment  of 
this  ordnance  plant  there? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  would  say  no.  They 
are  like  every  community  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  they  wanted  to  get  a  military  in¬ 
stallation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  They  were  tickled  to 
death  to  get  it? 

Mr.  VINSON.  It  is  like  a  great  many 
of  these  people  who  wanted  air  bases. 
They  want  them  now.  But  when  these 
jets  come  flying  over  them  and  disturb 
everybody  they  want  to  get  rid  of  them. 
The  only  people  that  I  know  of  that 
have  not  wanted  to  get  rid  of  the  base 
are  the  people  near  Grandview,  Mo. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Yes,  and  that  brings  me 
to  this  question. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes,  I  knew  it  would 
bring  the  gentleman  to  some  question. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  sure  there  must  be 
an  appropriation  in  here  for  the  Truman 
Airport. 


Mr.  VINSON.  We  have  given  it  a  new 
name. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  is  the  new  name? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Let  me  see. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  very  interest¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  took  the  name 
“Grandview”  away  from  it  and  gave  it 
the  name  of  two  outstanding  officers 
from  that  community  who  were  killed. 
It  is  now  called  Richards-Gebaur. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  has  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  3  additional  minutes. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  May  I  invite  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  membership  of  the  House 
to  the  fact  that  I  intend  to  offer  an 
amendment  to  strike  section  110  of  the 
bill  relating  to  San  Jacinto  and  put  back 
the  permissive  language  which  was  the 
original  position  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  On  behalf  of  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  Port  Chicago,  can  we  ask  that 
the  committee  arrange  for  early  hear¬ 
ings? 

Mr.  VINSON.  An  early  hearing  in 
January?  I  am  hoping  we  will  get 
through  this  session  very  soon  and  it 
will  not  be  necessary  to  have  many  more 
meetings. 

Mr'.  BALDWIN.  You  will  have  a  hear¬ 
ing  in  January,  then? 

Mrs.  HARDEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Indiana. 

Mrs.  HARDEN.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  chairman  if  there  is 
new  construction  contained  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Of  course  all  of  it  is 
new  construction  in  one  sense.  There 
are  no  new  bases  in  the  broadest  sense 
that  we  use  the  term  “new  bases.”  It 
may  be  necessary  to  buy  some  Nike  sites 
and  that  type  of  installation.  There 
will  be  a  few. 

Mrs.  HARDEN.  I  am  interested  be¬ 
cause  in  1957  the  Dana  plant  in  my  con¬ 
gressional  district  was  closed,  and  I  was 
wondering  if  the  distinguished  chairman 
and  his  committee  gave  any  considera¬ 
tion  to  using  the  facilities  of  that  plant. 

Mr.  VINSON.  ^That,  I  believe,  is  an 
industrial  plant  and  would  not  be  in¬ 
volved  in  this  bill.  I  am  sorry  to  say 
we  did  not  go  into  that.  I  can  assure 
you,  however,  that  the  Department  does 
give  close  study  to  see  if  present  facili¬ 
ties  can  be  used  and  eliminate  the  need 
of  establishing  new  ones.  No  doubt  you 
have  just  read  in  the  paper  where  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  is  now 
making  an  investigation  to  see  if  Indian 
Head  can  be  used  to  its  full  extent  in¬ 
stead  of  going  out  and  building  a  new 
facility.  Those  matters,  are  sometimes 
considered  by  us  in  the  study  of  a  bill 
of  this  kind. 

Mrs.  HARDEN.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
and  his  committee  will  give  considera¬ 
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tion  to  using  the  facilities  of  the  Dana 
plant. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  TEAGUE  of  California.  I  should 
like  to  inquire  about  an  item  which  ap¬ 
pears  on  page  5  of  the  bill  providing  for 
the  authorization  of  $144,000  to  acquire 
land  in  Baywood  Park,  Calif.  I  have 
considerable  doubt  in  my  mind  whether 
it  is  necessary  that  this  land  be  ac¬ 
quired.  I  am  engaged  in  developing 
some  additional  facts  at  this  time.  I 
would  like  to  have  the  assurance  of  the 
chairman  if  possibly  I  do  develop  other 
facts  we  can  have  another  considera¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes.  They  are  re¬ 
quired,  in  addition  to  the  authorization, 
to  come  before  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  House  and  Senate  for  the 
acquisition  of  each  tract  of  land  in  here, 
with  a  complete  breakdown  and  detailed 
explanation.  I  will  keep  this  matter 
open. 

RESERVE  COMPONENTS 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  not  dealt  in  any 
detail  with  title  VT  of  this  bill  which  in¬ 
volves  about  $40  million  of  construction 
for  the  Reserve  components.  I  am  go¬ 
ing  to  ask  that  this  matter  be  covered 
by  the  true  expert  on  this  subject,  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Brooks!. 
He  has  been  in  this  area  of  legislation 
for  many  years  and  I  feel  that  his  re¬ 
marks  on  the  subject  will  not  only  give  a 
comprehensive  picture  of  this  portion  of 
the  bill  but  will  have  the  added  dignity 
of  coming  from  a  man  who  has  had  as 
his  first  interest  in  the  Congress,  the 
creation,  maintenance,  and  advance¬ 
ment  of  the  Reserve  components  of  the 
United  States. 

I  urge  every  Member  of  this  House  to 
support  this  bill.  I  can  assure  you  that 
the  bill  you  have  before  you  today  is  a 
sound  one  and  represents  not  only  the 
best  thinking  of  the  military  and  civilian 
people  within  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  but  also  the  considered  judgment 
of  the“37  members  of  the  Armed  Services 
Committee. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
rdarks.) 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  8  minutes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  just  about  all  the  facts 
and  figures  relating  to  this  bill  have  been 
given  by  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
And  others  that  are  speaking  on  this 
bill  are  directing  their  remarks  to  par¬ 
ticular  pants  of  the  program  which  are  of 
special  interest  to  them. 

I  have  had,  as  Members  of  the  House 
know,  a  strong  and  abiding  interest  in 
our  Army  and  ground  forces,  particu- 
lai’ly  in  the  foot  soldier  who,  in  the  last 
analysis,  does  most  of  the  drab,  danger¬ 
ous,  and  frequently  terrific  fighting. 

By  this  I  would  not  wish  to  indicate  for 
a  moment  that  I  do  not  wholeheartedly 
support  this  whole  bill.  It  is  a  well 
thought  out  one,  and  one  which  received 
the  closest  scrutiny  by  the  committee 
during  its  deliberations. 

As  usual,  of  course,  we  had  the  fine 
leadership  of  our  chairman,  who,  by  his 
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■work  over  a  long  period  of  years,  has 
earned  and,  as  I  have  said  in  the  past, 
richly  deserves,  the  hearty  commenda¬ 
tion  and  respect  of  the  membership  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Indeed,  I  might  say  that  this  particu¬ 
lar  construction  program  finds  much  of 
its  soundness  in  his  able  leadership  and 
direction. 

I  would  like  to  speak  at  this  moment 
on  the  Army  portion  of  the  program,  and 
I  would  like  to  conclude  my  remarks 
with  a  discussion  of  the  several  types  of 
family  housing  which  we  are  providing 
for  all  of  our  military  personnel,  since  I 
believe  that  this  constitutes  one  of  the 
most  important  contributions  which  the 
Congress  can  make  to  the  morale  and 
well-being  of  our  fighting  forces. 

The  Army’s  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  request  for  fiscal  year  1959,  as  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I  of  H.  R.  13015,  totals 
$332,071,000.  The  title  also  authorizes 
family  housing  to  be  obtained  through 
funds  generated  by  the  sale  of  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  and  through 
the  provisions  of  the  Capehart  Housing 
Act. 

In  view  of  the  state  of  world  affairs  to¬ 
day  and  the  responsibilities  shouldered 
by  the  United  States,  this  request  is  as 
modest  as  the  mission  of  the  Army  will 
permit.  Initiated  within  a  fixed  and 
rigid  budget  ceiling,  reviewed  exhaus¬ 
tively  and  painstakingly  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  by  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  President  and  by  the  Congress, 
this  request  is  the  minimum  that  can 
logically  be  expected  to  provide  con¬ 
struction  support  for  thq  operational 
and  mission  type  responsibilities  of  the 
Army  and  for  the  long-range  require¬ 
ments  of  that  service. 

The  principal  tasks  of  our  Army  today 
include  but  are  not  limited  to :  the  over¬ 
seas  deployment  of  forces  for  the  deter¬ 
rence  of  aggression  and  prompt  inter¬ 
vention  in  the  event  of  limited  or  general 
war;  the  maintenance  of  a  mobile  com¬ 
bat-ready  strategic  force  here  at  home 
for  the  rapid  reinforcement  of  forward 
deployed  forces;  and  the  provision  of 
forces  as  required  for  the  defense  of  the 
United  States  against  air  attack. 

Our  overseas  forces  constitute  our 
first  line  of  defense  and,  in  conjunction 
with  the  other  services  and  with  our 
allies,  have  the  mission  of  deterring  ag¬ 
gression.  If  aggression  occurs,  these 
forces  must  accomplish  essential  tasks  to 
allow  time  for  reinforcement.  The  Army 
has  earmarked  12  percent  of  its  total 
construction  request  to  support  this  mis¬ 
sion  of  deterrence. 

The  heart  of  our  strategic  force  here 
at  home  is  the  Strategic  Army  Corps. 
This  corps  consists  of  4  combat-ready 
divisions  and  supporting  troops  prepared 
to  meet  the  initial  requirements  of  lim¬ 
ited  war,  or,  in  the  event  of  general  war, 
to  provide  immediate  reinforcements  for 
our  forces  now  deployed  overseas.  The 
Army  has  included  1.1  percent  of  its 
present  request  to  meet  urgent  require¬ 
ments  of  this  corps. 

The  third  major  mission  of  the  Army 
is  its  contribution  to  the  air  defense  of 
the  United  States.  The  Army  has  ear¬ 
marked  48.3  percent  of  the  program  to  / 
provide  and  construct  sites  for  the  tac¬ 


tical  deployment  of  our  surface-to-air 
missiles,  to  construct  logistic  support  fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  tactical  forces,  and  to  in¬ 
sure  adequate  facilities  for  training  the 
men  who  are  to  man  the  weapons. 

In  addition  to  the  requirements  of  our 
deterrent  forces  in  being,  I  would  like 
to  point  out  three  other  objectives  of 
the  Army’s  construction  program  that 
should  be  noted.  These  objectives  are: 
first,  the  effort  to  support  guided-missile 
research  and  development,  testing  and 
training;  second,  the  continued  program 
to  provide  proper  facilities  for  the 
Army’s  aviation;  and,  third,  the  con¬ 
struction  of  permanent-type  facilities  in 
the  United  States  and  its  possessions  to 
provide  essential,  more  efficient,  and 
more  effective  facilities  as  obsolescence 
and  high  .maintenance  costs  dictate  the 
replacement  of  World  War  I  and  World 
War  H  temporary  facilities  or  whenever 
additional  construction  is  necessary  to 
support  new  long-range  missions  or  in¬ 
creased  operational  demands. 

To  support  the  Army’s  total  guided- 
missile  effort,  including  both  surface-to- 
air  and  surface-to-surface,  63  percent  of 
the  program  is  devoted.  Working 
within  such  an  austere  and  rigid  budg¬ 
etary  framework  as  was  imposed  this 
fiscal  year,  the  Army  has  spent  every 
dollar  possible  to  insure  that  time,  ef¬ 
fort,  and  money  will  result  in  maximum 
returns.  Husbanding  the  resources 
made  available  by  the  Congress  and  in 
spite  of  rigid  fiscal  restrictions  and  dis- 
hearteningly  low  priorities,  the  Army 
has  achieved  truly  outstanding  results 
for  our  national  defense.  It  has 
launched  the  first  United  States  satel¬ 
lite.  It  has  recently  recovered  the  nose 
cone  of  a  Jupiter  that  was  fired  1,500 
miles  through  space — a  remarkable  feat 
that  had  not  been  accomplished  hereto¬ 
fore.  This  feat  has  indicated  to  the 
world  that  we  have  the  advanced  pro¬ 
pulsion,  guidance,  and  materiel  com¬ 
ponents  for  long-range  missiles.  This 
feat,  I  am  sorry  to  say,  has  received  all 
too  little  recognition  even x  in  our  own 
press. 

In  the  field  of  Army  aviation,  the  sky 
cavalry  of  today,  a  vital  arm  in  the  mod¬ 
ern  Army  designed  to  provide  the  ground 
forces  with  the  organic  aviation  so  neces¬ 
sary  to  accomplish  its  mission,  the  Army 
has  earmarked  2.5  percent  of  its  authori¬ 
zation  request.  This  increment  con¬ 
tinues  the  program  of  making  adequate 
aviation  facilities  available  as  soon  as 
possible  within  present  stringent  budget 
limitations. 

The  long-range  Army  requires  facili¬ 
ties  that  increase  the  efficiency  of  its 
operations  and  decrease  the  high  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  of  the  inadequate  tempo¬ 
rary  structures  inherited  from  our  past 
wars  and  emergencies.  To  replace  old 
structures  or  make  available  new  facili¬ 
ties,  the  Army  embarked  in  fiscal  year 
1954  on  an  evaluation  program  of  its 
overall  physical  plant.  This  program  in¬ 
cludes  operational  and  training  facilities, 
troop  and  family  housing,  maintenance, 
supply  and  community  support  facilities, 
and  utilities.  A  time  target  goal  of  20 
years  was  established — the  time  within 
which  new  permanent  structures  should 
be  phased  in  to  replace  present  tempo¬ 


rary  structures,  which  would  have  far 
surpassed  their  normal  life  expectancy.' 

This  permanent  plant  program  has  re¬ 
ceived  the  most  careful  planning.  To  in¬ 
sure  that  temporary  facilities  are  used  to 
their  maximum  economical  and  efficient 
life,  careful  analyses  are  made  of  avail¬ 
able  plant,  the  functions  it  must  perform 
and  the  effects  of  this  plant  on  opera¬ 
tions,  costs,  and  morale.  To  preclude 
any  possibility  of  overbuilding  in  new 
permanent  plant  category,  the  Army 
plans  and  programs  for  this  type  of  con¬ 
struction  at  a  level  safely  below  its  long- 
range  or  current  strength,  whichever  is 
smaller,  and  at  only  those  posts  which 
have  been  designated  permanent  and 
are,  beyond  any  reasonable  doubi^neces- 
sary  to  the  accomplishment  of  the 
Army’s  long-range  mission.  However,  as 
has  been  stated  by  the  Honorable  Dewey 
Short,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
with  25  percent  of  the  20  years  already 
passed,  less  than  18  percent  of  the  total 
objective  has  been  accomplished.  With¬ 
in  military  budget  limitations,  high 
priority  mission  and  operational-type 
projects  must  and  have  taken  precedence 
over  the  longer  range  objective  of  more 
efficient  and  adequate  facilities  and 
quarters  for  our  troops.  Since  austerity 
is  the  keynote,  the  Army  has  been  com¬ 
pelled  in  many  cases  to  keep  men  living 
and  working  in  facilities  far  below  the 
standards  acceptable  in  everyday  life. 
Thirty  and  five-tenths  percent  of  the 
present  authorization  request  involves 
permanent-type  structures. 

As  I  mentioned  at  the  beginning  of  my 
remarks,  I  have  had  for  a  number  of 
years  a  strong  interest  in  the  provision  of 
family  housing  for  our  military  people. 
It  is  my  opinion  that  we  should  leave 
nothing  undone  to  provide  satisfactory 
housing  for  all  our  military  families. 

I  have  noted  on  occasion  that  some 
Members  of  the  House — and  I  might  say, 
quite  understandably — do  not  have  any 
precise  picture  of  the  manner  in  which 
or  the  extent  to  which  we  provide  family 
housing  for  our  military.  Nor,  in  my 
opinion,  is  there  a  sufficient  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  magnitude  of  their  require¬ 
ments.  With  this  in  mind,  I  would  like 
to  direct  the  attention  of  the  Members 
to  pages  35  and  36  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port.  On  those  pages  are  set  out  the 
magnitude  of  the  need  for  family  hous¬ 
ing,  the  number  of  existing  units,  and 
the  deficit.  What  is  not  set  out  in  the 
report  are  the  details  as  to  how  this 
■  housing  is  provided. 

In  addition  to  the  privately  owned 
family  units  throughout  the  country 
and,  indeed,  throughout  the  world  which 
are  used  by  our  military  personnel,  there 
are  five  different  kinds  of  housing  which 
are  provided  in  various  fashions  which 
I  will  detail. 

The  first  of  these  is  the  most  readily 
understandable  and  that  is  the  so-called 
appropriated  fund  housing.  This  hous¬ 
ing  is  built  after  authorization  by  the 
Congress  and  the  appropriation  of  funds. 
It  is  constructed  under  standard  mili¬ 
tary  construction  procedures  and  the 
completed  housing  is  operated  as  public 
quarters,  public  quarters  meaning  noth¬ 
ing  more  or  less  than  that  the  service- 
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man  who  occupies  the  housing  sur¬ 
renders  his  housing  allowance. 

Title  VIII — Capehart  housing:  This 
housing  is  built  following  competitive 
bidding  pursuant  to  authorization  by  a 
military  construction  authorization  act 
and  the  builder  is  paid  from  a  100  per¬ 
cent  mortgage  loan  insured  by  FHA  and 
guaranteed  by  the  military  department. 
The  completed  housing  is  operated  as 
public  quarters  and  here  also  each  mili- 
ta'ry  occupant  forfeits  his  basic  allow¬ 
ance  for  quarters.  Pursuant  to*  the 
guaranty,  the  military  department  pays 
off  the  mortgage  loan  and  interest  there¬ 
on  by  monthly  payments  over  a  25-year 
period. 

Wherry  housing:  This  housing  was 
built  following  competitive  bidding  in 
accordance  with  provisions  of  title  VIII 
of  the  National  Housing  Act  as  in  effect 
prior  to  August  11,  1955.  In  most  cases 
the  housing  was  built  on  Government- 
owned  land  by  a  private  sponsor  who 
contracted  to  operate  the  housing  as  pri¬ 
vate  rental  units  under  a  leasehold  from 
the  military;  the  cost  of  construction 
was  financed  by  an  FHA-insured  mort¬ 
gage  which  could  not  exceed  90  percent 
of  the  estimated  replacement  cost. 

When  a  Capehart  project  is  built  at  or 
near  a  Wherry  project,  the  military 
must  acquire  the  Wherry  housing;  the 
military  may  acquire  such  housing  even 
though  no  Capehart  project  is  nearby. 
Such  acquisitions  are  accomplished  by 
negotiation  or  condemnation  pursuant  to 
statutory  provisions;  the  military  pays 
the  sponsor  for  his  equity,  makes  pay¬ 
ments  on  the  existing  mortgage,  and  op¬ 
erates  the  housing  as  public  quarters. 
Equity  payments,  amortization  pay¬ 
ments,  and  immediate  repairs  and  im¬ 
provements  to  acquired  projects,  are  paid 
from  the  Wherry  revolving  fund;  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  costs  are  covered 
by  separate  appropriations. 

Surplus  commodity:  Under  this  pro¬ 
gram,  foreign  currencies  are  generated 
through  country-to-country  agreements 
covering  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural 
commodities.  A  portion  of  the  funds 
generated  are  set  aside  for  the  payment 
of  construction  costs  of  United  States 
military  family  housing.  In  some  cases, 
such  as  the  United  Kingdom  and  Japan, 
the  local  currency  has  been  adequate  to 
meet  all  costs.  In  others,  however,  such 
as  Spain  and  Morocco,  the  local  currency 
has  been  supplemented  by  appropriated 
dollars — up  to  a  limit  of  25  percent  of 
the  total  cost — in  order  to  obtain  scarce 
items  not  available  locally. 

The  occupants  of  this  housing  forfeit 
their  quarters  allowances  which  are  used, 
first,  to  pay  maintenance  and  operating 
costs,  and,  second,  to  reimburse  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporatipn  for  the 
foreign  currencies  used. 

One  important  advantage  of  the  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  program  is  that  the 
quarters  allowances  are  used  to  repay 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  so 
that  there  is  no  outflow  of  gold  from  the 
United  States. 

Rental  guaranty  program:  The  rental 
guaranty  program  provides  housing 'in 
foreign  countries,  built  with  foreign  capi¬ 
tal  and  owned  by  foreign  investors,  with¬ 
out  the  requirement  of  any  capital  in¬ 


vestment  on  the  part  of  the  United  States. 

Under  this  program  some  4,800  units 
of  housing  were  constructed  in  France 
during  the  period  from  1953  to  1955  and 
additional  projects  have  been  constructed 
in  Morocco  and  Spain.  The  selected 
builders  are  guaranteed  a  specified  level 
of  income  for  a  certain  period  of  years, 
usually  5  to  7  years,  as  an  incentive  to 
construct  the  required  houses.  Military 
families  have  first  right  of  occupancy  of 
these  units  at  specified  rentals  and,  if 
the  guaranteed  level  of  occupancy — 95 
percent  is  maintained,  the  United  States 
incurs  no  cost  other  than  the  payment 
of  quarters  allowances  to  the  individuals. 

I  would  like  to  return  to  the  Army 
again  to  speak  briefly  with  respect  to  the 
family  housing  which  is  provided  for 
them  in  the  bill. 

This  bill  authorizes  the  construction 
of  158  units  of  appropriated  fund  hous¬ 
ing,  934  units  of  surplus-commodity-type 
housing  in  overseas  temporary  base  rights 
areas,  and  9,916  units  of  housing  to  be 
constructed  in  the  United  States  and 
Hawaii  under  the  provisions  of  title  VIII 
of  the  National  Housing  Act, 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  appropri¬ 
ated  fund  housing  is  a  reprograming 
action  using  prior  year’s  authorization 
and  that  no  new  dollar  authorization  is 
being  requested.  This,  of  course,  is  true 
of  all  appropriated  fund  housing  in  the 
bill.  The  housing  in  overseas  temporary 
base  rights  areas  will  be  built  from  local 
currencies  arising  from  the  sale  of  sur¬ 
plus  commodities  as  I  described. 

The  family  housing  to  be  authorized 
by  this  bill  will  still  leave  the  Army  with 
a  program  shortage  of  31,000  units  in 
the  United  States  and  possessions  and 
a  shortage  of  approximately  14,000  units 
overseas  in  temporary  base  right  areas. 
Money  invested  in  adequate  housing  will 
more  than  offset  the  substantial  finan¬ 
cial  loss  represented  by  the  voluntary 
separation  from  service  of  highly  trained 
personnel  in  whose  training  great 
amounts  of  money  have  been  expended. 
The  provision  of  adequate  housing  and 
the  opportunity  for  normal  family  life 
is  a  basic  factor  in  maintaining  high  mo¬ 
rale  and  in  the  retention  of  skilled  per¬ 
sonnel  in  our  services. 

In  summary,  the  construction  author¬ 
ization  request  for  all  three  services  in 
this  bill  is  indeed  austere.  It  has  been 
limited  primarily  to  essential  mission  and 
operational  type  facilities;  it  has  been 
carefully  and  painstakingly  assembled 
and  will  provide  the  American  taxpayer 
with  the  results  which  he  justifiably  ex¬ 
pects. 

If  each  Member  of  the  House  had  sat 
through  the  hearing  day  after  day  with 
me  and  the  other  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  he  would  give  this 
bill  the  same  kind  of  wholehearted  sup¬ 
port  that  I  have  indicated  in  my  re¬ 
marks.  I  can,  therefore,  in  all  sincerity 
ask  that  every  Member  of  the  House  give 
hiS  unqualified  support  to  this  important 
construction  bill. 

(Mr.  GAVIN  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

(Mi-.  FISHER  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.). 


12049 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  con¬ 
tents  of  this  military  public  works  bill 
have  been  very  thoroughly  discussed,  and 
the  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Brooks]  will,  I  am  sure,  contribute  sub¬ 
stantially  to  the  discussion.  I  shall  not, 
therefore,  attempt  to  add  to  the  exposi¬ 
tion  that  has  been  presented. 

For  the  record,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  refer  to 
one  airbase  for  which  this  bill  includes 
authorization,  arid  give  a  brief  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  base,  its  history,  and  the  out¬ 
standing  training  record  that  it  has 
achieved  through  the  years.  I  am  refer¬ 
ring  to  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  located 
at  Del  Rio,  Tex. 

This  base  occupies  4,192  acres  of  land 
in  Val  Verde  County,  Tex.,  approximately 
7  miles  east  of  the  country  seat  at  Del 
Rio,  a  community  of  14,112  people,  plus 
recent  increases. 

In  1942  construction  began  on  the  site 
of  a  ranch  formerly  owned  by  S.  B.  Har¬ 
rison,  of  San  Antonio,  Tex.  The  instal¬ 
lation  was  first  occupied  by  military  per¬ 
sonnel  in  December  1942.  The  first  base 
commander  was  Col.  George  Muncy. 
Construction  continued  after  the  base 
was  occupied  and  by  1944  more  than  $7 
million  had  been  expended  on  emergency 
war-base  facilities. 

The  field  was  dedicated  in  March  1943, 
and  named  in  honor  of  Lt.  Jack  Thomas 
Laughlin  of  Del  Rio,  Tex.  Jack  Thomas 
Laughlin  was  bom  in  Del  Rio,  Tex.,  on 
September  17,  1914.  He  graduated  from 
the  University  of  Texas  in  1938.  Jack 
Laughlin  entered  into  active  service  with 
the  Air  Corps  in  April  1941  and  served 
admirably  in  the  defense  of  our  country 
until  January  29,  1942.  On  that  date  he 
was  killed  in  combat  while  flying  a  B-17 
mission  over  Java.  Lt.  Jack  Laughlin 
was  the  first  World  War  II  pilot  casualty 
from  Del  Rio,  Tex. 

Throughout  World  War  II,  Laughlin 
Air  Force  Base,  then  known  as  Laughlin 
Army  Air  Field,  was  utilized  as  an  ad¬ 
vanced  flying  school  for  the  training  of 
B-26  pilots.  The  training  program  was 
instituted  at  Laughlin  in  February  1943, 
and  during  the  period  from  February 
1943  to  Octobter  1954,  more  than  2,200 
B-26  pilots  were  trained  there  and  dis¬ 
patched  to  the  war  theaters. 

After  victory  in  1945  and  there  being 
no  longer  a  requirement  for  the  installa¬ 
tion,  Laughlin  Air  Field  was  placed  on 
inactive  status  and  turned  over  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  Later  the  land  was 
leased  for  grazing. 

With  the  Korean  conflict,  there  was 
an  immediate  requirement  to  increase 
the  pilot  training  program;  so  in  May 
of  1952,  the  United  States  Air  Force  re¬ 
opened  the  base  as  a  single-engine  air¬ 
craft  training  base.  Under  the  3645th 
combat  crew  training  wing,  whose  mis¬ 
sion  was  to  conduct  training  in  transi¬ 
tion  to  jet  aircraft  and  gunnery,  the 
peak  student  load  at  reopened  Laughlin 
came  in  May  1954  with  357  students. 

Between  fiscal  years  1952  and  1956, 
approximately  10  million  dollars  was  ex¬ 
pended  in  construction  of  new  facilities 
necessary  to  raise  the  base  from  World 
War  II  mobilization  standards  up  to 
present  Air  Force  standards  necessary  to 
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accommodate  modern  weapons  and 
equipment. 

There  are  three  usable  runways  at 
Laughlin  Air  Force  Base:  An  asphaltic 
concrete  primary-instrument  runway, 

9.500  feet  long  by  150  feet  wide;  a  paral¬ 
lel  runway  of  asphaltic  concrete,  7,500 
feet  long  by  150  feet  wide;  and  an  as¬ 
phaltic  concrete  cross-wind  runway, 

6.500  feet  long  by  150  feet  wide. 

The  majority  of  the  structures  exist¬ 
ing  on  base  are  semi-permanent  type 
buildings  constructed  primarily  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Air  Training  Mission.  The 
total  base  inventory  value  as  of  June  30, 
1957,  was  approximately  17  million  dol¬ 
lars. 

In  April  of  1957  Laughlin  Air  Force 
Base  was  transferred  from  the  Air 
Training  Command  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Strategic  Air  Command.  The  mis¬ 
sion  now  operating  from  Laughlin  is  one 
which  is  vitally  important  to  the  overall 
operational  concept  of  the  Strategic  Air 
Command. 

The  Air  Force  proposes  to  expend 
$897,000  during  fiscal  year  1959  for  con¬ 
struction  of  operational,  aircraft  main¬ 
tenance,  and  community  facilities.  Con¬ 
tinued  investments  in  future  years  are 
planned  by  the  Air  Force  for  improve¬ 
ment  and  expansion  of  the  facilities  re¬ 
quired  to  support  the  important  strate¬ 
gic  mission  at  this  base. 

The  present  base  military  population 
is  approximately  2,800  men.  Approxi¬ 
mately  260  civilians  are  employed  at 
various  jobs  on  the  base.  This  situation 
is  expected  to  continue  with  the  planned 
use  of  Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Tex. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
25  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Brooks]. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  thank  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  for 
his  liberality  in  yielding  me  so  much 
time.  I  do  not,  however,  plan  to  use  all 
of  that  time,  and  I  shall  yield  back  that 
which  I  do  not  use. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  want  to  say  this. 
I  was  present  and  in  attendance  at  prac¬ 
tically  every  meeting  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  when  it  considered  this  measure. 
It  was  exhaustively  considered  line  by 
line,  item  by  item.  I  think  the  commit¬ 
tee  knows  fully  what  is  in  this  measure. 
It  is  a  tedious  job  to  take  up  line  by  line, 
to  investigate,  and  appraise,  and  reach 
a  judgment  upon  items  presented  one 
after  the  other  in  rapid  succession  in  a 
bill  of  this  character. 

I  was  also  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  that  handled  the  reserve  portion 
of  this  bill;  that  is,  title  VI.  In  fact,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  full  com¬ 
mittee  appointed  Subcommittee  No.  1, 
which  is  the  Reserve  Subcommittee  of 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  to 
handle  title  VI  separately  inasmuch  as 
it  deals  with  the  Reserve  program.  Our 
subcommittee  entered  into  a  full  study 
of  each  and  every  feature,  including  the 
line  items,  covering  the  Reserve  program, 
all  of  which  are  under  title  VI  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  first  time 
this  bill  has  had  line  items  for  the  Re¬ 
serve  program.  Heretofore  we  have 


brought  in  a  separate  bill  with  a  lump 
sum  authorization,  but  last  year  the 
full  committee  in  its  wisdom  investi¬ 
gated  this  matter  and  instructed  the 
Department  in  the  future  to  bring  in 
for  the  Reserve  program  a  line-by-line 
type  of  bill.  This  is  what  has  happened 
this  year.  So  title  VI  was  turned  over 
to  the  subcommittee  to  work  out. 

The  whole  Reserve  construction  pro¬ 
gram  as  we  know  it  today  began  in  the 
year  1950.  Up  until  that  time  the 
meager  funds  that  were  appropriated 
for  Reserve  construction  were  handled 
in  a  more  or  less  haphazard  manner. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  prior  to  the  1950 
bill  practically  all  of  the  money  came 
from  items  tucked  away  in  the  general 
appropriations  bill  that  had  no  author¬ 
ization  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
bill. 

In  1950  we  set  to  work  to  set  up  a 
definite  program  of  Reserve  installa¬ 
tion  construction.  Public  Law  783  of 
the  81st  Congress  is  the  result  of  our 
work  in  this  respect. 

Under  the  bill  before  the  committee 
now  each  of  the  services  presents  their 
line  items  and  they  are  approved  by 
the  committee  and  by  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States. 

Under  Public  Law  783  we  provided  for 
a  joint  user,  that  is,  for  the  use  of  the 
installations  by  all  of  the  services  that 
need  the  installations. 

We  also  provided  under  the  act  of  1950 
for  contributions  for  Army  National 
Guard  construction.  The  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  armories  are  built  by  a 
contributory  payment  of  the  States  of 
25  percent  and  the  remainder,  75  per¬ 
cent  of  the  cost  of  construction,  is  con¬ 
tributed  by  the  Federal  Government. 
This  rule  does  not  apply  to  nonarmory 
construction,  even  with  the  National 
Guard.  In  the  nonarmory  type  of  con¬ 
struction  the  Government  still  pays  the 
full  100  percent.  That  is  especially  true 
in  reference  to  the  Air  National  Guard. 

We  began  in  1950  authorizing  under 
this  law  and  today  we  have  authorized 
a  total  sum  of  $580  million  for  Reserve 
construction  throughout  the  United 
States.  We  have  Army  Reserve  con¬ 
struction  in  every  State  in  the  United 
States  and  also  in  our  possessions.  To 
this  date  we  have  expended  in  this  pro¬ 
gram  the  sum  of  $554.4  million.  The 
projects  totaling  $480  million  have  ac¬ 
tually  been  constructed  or  are  definitely 
planned  for  construction.  In  other 
words,  this  is  the  amount  presently  on 
hand  and  available  for  use  in  1959  and 
in  fiscal  year  1960. 

There  is  a  residue  of  $74  million.  This 
residue  of  $74  million  can  be  broken 
down  as  follows:  The  Army  National 
Guard  has  a  residue  available  of  $17.7 
million  on  hand.  The  Army  Reserve 
has  $30.8  million,  the  Navy  and  the  Ma¬ 
rine  Corps  Reserve  have  $10.8  million. 
The  Air  Force  Reserve  has  $15.1  million. 
The  Air  National  Guard  has  no  funds 
carried  over  whatsoever. 

Perhaps,  you  will  be  interested  in  a 
brief  explanation  of  the  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents  which  require  the  continued  au¬ 
thorization  of  additional  Reserve  facil¬ 
ities.  I  am  going  to  take  them  up  briefly 
one  by  one. 
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For  instance,  we  have  the  Navy  sur¬ 
face  program,  which  consists  of  319 
training  centers  and  facilities.  It  also 
consists  of  184  electronic  facilities  and 
stations. 

A  major  effort  is  now  underway  to  re¬ 
organize  sizable  segments  of  the  Naval 
Reserve  surface  program  to  be  cruise 
ready  on  short  notice  to  man  antisub¬ 
marine  warfare  ships  for  immediate 
augmentation  of  the  fleet  in  the  event 
of  an  emergency. 

The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  program 
consists  of  231  training  centers  belong¬ 
ing  to  the  Marine  Corps.  One  hundred 
and  sixty-three  of  these  are  combined, 
however,  with  the  Navy  Reserve  training 
centers  under  the  joint  user  clause  of  the 
act  of  1950.  Although  there  are  no  addi¬ 
tional  centers  now  required,  replace¬ 
ment,  expansion,  and  modernization  of 
some  of  the  Marine  Reserve  centers  will 
be  needed  in  the  future. 

I  want  to  take  up  at  this  point  the  Air 
Force  Reserve  and  the  Air  Guard.  Turn- 
in  to  this  phase  of  the  Reserve  program, 
we  find  that  the  Air  Force  and  the  Re¬ 
serve  and  the  Air  National  Guard  has 
the  established  mobilization  requirement 
of  38  combat  wings.  Twenty-four  of 
these  wings,  Mr.  Chairman,  consist  of 
83  combat  squadrons  of  the  fighter  and 
tactical  reconnaissance  type  making  up 
the  tactical  forces  of  the  Air  National 
Guard.  There  are  15  medium  troop  car¬ 
rier  wings  and  45  tactical  squadrons  of 
the  Air  Force  Reserve.  In  addition, 
there  are  157  support  type  units  of  the 
Air  Reserve  and  the  Air  National  Guard 
which  have  been  programed  to  meet 
specific  mobilization  requirements  in  the 
field  of  communications,  weather,  air 
resupply,  air  evacuation,  terminal  oper¬ 
ations,  air  rescue  and  hospital  type  units. 

The  Air  National  Guard  consists  of  93 
flying  bases  and  41  nonflying  bases.  Cer¬ 
tain  construction  is  necessary  to  com¬ 
plete  some  of  the  newer  facilities  to 
replace  the  World  War  II  temporary 
construction  to  expand  some  of  the  facil¬ 
ities,  especially  the  runways,  the  taxi- 
ways  and  some  of  the  aprons  in  order 
to  accommodate  some  of  the  aircraft  of 
higher  performance  than  those  used  in 
the  past. 

The  Air  Reserve  program  has  34  flying 
bases  now  in  operation  with  a  good  per¬ 
centage  of  the  minimum  operational  fa¬ 
cilities  required  having  been  provided. 
There  are  three  additional  bases  which 
still  need  it,  and  these  are  now  under 
construction  and  will  be  completed  dur¬ 
ing  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

In  the  Army  National  Guard  Armory 
program,  960  of  the  2,089  armories  con¬ 
structed  have  been  paid  for  by  the  sev¬ 
eral  States.  In  other  words,  just  a  few 
less  than  a  thousand  armories  have  been 
paid  for  by  the  States  themselves. 

We  have  a  total  requirement  which 
varies  from  2,250  armories  to  2,780.  “You 
ask.  Why  do  you  say  the  requirement 
varies  from  2,250  to  2,780?  I  answer 
that  in  the  program  and  changeover  to 
the  new  type  of  concept  of  defense  the 
Defense  Department  contends  that  we 
will  need  only  2,250  armories  of  this 
character,  whereas  the  National  Guard 
contends  that  we  will  need  2,780 
armories.  This  matter,  however,  will 
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be  ironed  out  as  we  progress  with  the 
Reserve  program  and  bring  it  down  to 
a  modernized  condition.  I  can  tell  you 
that  a  total  of  1,100  armories  have  been 
constructed,  are  under  construction,  or 
have  been  funded  to  date  under  this  par¬ 
ticular  feature  of  the  Reserve  program. 

Thus,  the  remaining  requirement  for 
National  Guard  armories  ranges,  as  I 
said,  from  234  armories  to  764  armories, 
depending  upon  the  modernized  concept 
of  the  Reserve  program  as  worked  out 
by  the  Defense  Department. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Is  it  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  armories  which  are 
provided  for  in  this  bill  will  be  new  ones 
in  areas  where  none  presently  exist? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Yes.  Of 
course,  there  will  be  some  repairs,  and 
there  will  be  replacements  in  some  in¬ 
stances;  but,  by  and  large,  they  will  be 
in  new  locations,  and  the  ones  we  pro¬ 
vide  for  come  from  a  list  of  priorities 
given  us  by  the  departments,  that  is,  the 
Army,  Navy,  or  Air  Force,  and  the 
National  Guard'bureaus. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  In  other  words, 
the  ones  that  were  included  in  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  bill  were  the  ones  that  were 
given  a  sufficiently  high  priority  by  the 
Reserves  or  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  The  com¬ 
mittee  itself  did  not  establish  priorities. 
The  priorities  came  from  the  Pentagon 
and  from  the  Defense  Department. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  In  the 
Army  Reserve  program  it  is  estimated 
that  a  total  of  1,850  armories  are  needed, 
in  addition  to  the  program  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard.  Only  385  of  these  have 
been  constructed  or  are  under  construc¬ 
tion  at  this  time.  Thus  there  is  a  re¬ 
maining  requirement  for  the  Army  Re¬ 
serves  of  1,083  centers.  This  require¬ 
ment  also  may  be  subject  to  revision  or 
implementation. 

Our  Reserve  program  is  proceeding 
quite  well,  and  I  can  tell  this  group  here 
today  this,  that  the  Navy  Reserve  pro¬ 
gram  should  be  completed  within  the 
next  2  years.  It  has  reached  the  point 
that  we  can  see  the  end  of  the  Reserve 
construction  program  for  the  Navy. 

For  the  Air  Force  the  Reserve  pro¬ 
gram  is  something  like  85  percent  com¬ 
plete.  Our  big  deficiency  lies  in  the  field 
of  the  Army,  the  Army  National  Guard 
program,  and  the  Army  Reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  There  considerable  new  con¬ 
struction  is  required;  and,  as  I  just  said, 
the  Army  Reserve  requires  1,083  new 
centers  to  complete  their  program. 

The  Department’s  legislative  proposal 
which  came  to  our  committee  provided 
for  roughly  $30,140,000  in  new  construc¬ 
tion.  We  went  over  this  proposal  very 
carefully.  We  find  that  under  the  pro¬ 
posal  the  Naval  Reserve  and  the  Marine 
Corps  would  receive  an  authorization  of 
$11,892,000  under  the  proposals  from  the 
Pentagon. 

We  find  that  the  Air  Reserve  would 
receive  $6,272,000,  and  the  Air  National 
Guard  would  receive  $11,976,000. 


The  committee  was  considerably  dis¬ 
turbed  because  the  proposal  that  came 
from  the  Department  contained  no  re¬ 
quest  or  authorization  for  the  Army  or 
the  Army  National  Guard,  yet  the  need 
of  the  country  and  the  reserve  program 
more  than  any  other  need  is  for  con¬ 
struction  in  the  Army  National  Guard. 

Mr.  FENTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  FENTON.  That  is  a  point  I  would 
like  to  have  cleared  up.  I  have  in  my 
district  an  authorization  for  a  National 
Guard  armory  and  we  are  told  that  the 
funds  have  been  used,  that  they  are  not 
on  the  priority  list,  or  at  least  far  enough 
on  the  priority  list. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  may 
say  to  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania, 
who  I  know  is  most  sincere  in  his  efforts 
in  behalf  of  the  defense  program  because 
I  have  worked  with  him  for  many  years, 
it  is  not  true  that  the  funds  have  been 
consumed.  Congress  has  appropriated 
money  that  has  not  been  consumed  by 
the  Department  or  the  Army  National 
Guard.  The  gentleman  referred  to  the 
Army  National  Guard.  The  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  has  $17.7  million  funded 
and  unobligated  authorizations  at  the 
present  time  and  the  Army  Reserve  has 
$30.8  million  authorized  and  funded  at 
this  particular  time.  But  that  money 
has  not  been  spent.  Your  committee  has 
done  its  best  to  cause  the  proper  orderly 
obligation  of  these  funds  toward  the 
building  of  our  program  that  we  have 
sponsored  in  the  past  and  adopted  by  the 
House. 

Mr.  FENTON.  Do  the  various  State 
authorities  have  any  say  at  all  in  the 
selection,  of  these  priorities? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  The 
priorities  come  from  the  States  to  the 
National  Guai'd  Bureau.  The  National 
Guard  Bureau  screens  the  priorities, 
then  submits  them  to  the  Congress  of 
the  United  States.  In  handling  this  we 
found  that  the  funds  are  not  finding 
their  way  down  to  the  National  Guard 
Bureau.  The  funds  for  the  Army  Re¬ 
serve  are  not  finding  their  way  to  the 
Army  itself,  therefore  the  Army  and  the 
National  Guard  Bureau  have  not  been 
allowed  to  expend  the  funds  which  the 
Congress  has  provided  in  the  past  for 
this  particular  program.  We  think  that 
money  should  have  been  spent. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  SEELY-BROWN.  I  am  sorry  to 
interrupt,  but  this  is  of  vital  concern  to 
me  also.  These  funds  which  the  gentle¬ 
man  referred  to  are  earmarked  for  spe¬ 
cific  armories  or  are  they  earmarked  for 
the  over-all  program? 

Mx-.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  They  are 
earmarked  for  the  over-all  program. 
The  National  Guard  Reserve  construc¬ 
tion  program  received  a  lump  sum.  The 
Army  Reserve  program  received  a  lump 
sum. 

I  want  to  go  forward,  and  I  think  you 
wiU  be  interested  in  this.  The  several 
States  now  have  appropriated  through 
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their  State  legislatures  the  sum  of  $35 
million.  That  money  is  now  available 
from  the  States  for  matching  for  the 
building  of  armories  for  this  reserve 
program.  But  since  the  money  appro¬ 
priated  by  the  Congress  has  not  been 
released,  the  matching  money  from  the 
States  has  not  been  consumed,  which  is 
something  like  $35  million  that  is  avail¬ 
able  for  the  program  at  this  time. 

I  want  to  add  this:  After  going  into 
this  matter  carefully,  your  committee 
felt  that  we  should  add  some  money  for 
the  National  Guard  program;  therefore, 
we  added  $6  million  for  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  program.  We  felt  money 
should  be  added  for  the  Army  Reserve 
program,  and  we  added  $5  million  for  the 
Army  Reserve  program.  That  $11  mil¬ 
lion  is  added  in  title  VI  of  the  bill.  To 
be  sure  that  armories  would  be  built 
under  this  additional  amount,  we  sent 
down  to  the  Department  and  asked  them 
to  send  up  a  priority  list  covering  the 
Army  National  Guard  and  the  Army  Re¬ 
serve  program.  That  list  came  up  and 
it  was  adopted  by  your  subcommittee  in 
a  part  of  the  committee  report  and  in  a 
part  of  the  bill  just  as  it  was  sent  to  us. 
There  has  not  been  a  change.  The  pri¬ 
orities  were  sent  by  the  Department  it¬ 
self.  So  that  your  bill  comes  to  you 
with  title  VI,  showing  a  total  of  $39,- 
958,000  as  the  total  amount  authorized  in 
title  VI,  which  is  the  Reserve  program. 

In  conclusion  I  want  to  say  this:  The 
Reserve  program  has  been  moving  for¬ 
ward  satisfactorily.  In  spite  of  the  fact 
that  funds  have  been  held  back  from 
time  to  time,  the  program  has  been  de¬ 
veloped  in  an  orderly  manner  and  it  has 
been  very  successful.  In  certain  in¬ 
stances  your  armories  are  used  every 
night  in  the  week  and  sometimes  in  the 
afternoon.  The  program  generally  is 
reaching  a  point  where  we  can  see  that 
we  are  over  the  hill  and  that  we  are 
coming  to  the  end  of  the  Navy  and  the 
Marine  program.  We  are  over  the  hill  in 
regard  to  the  Air  Force  Reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  We  still  have  to  do  considerably 
more  work  on  the  Army  Reserve  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  program.  We  are 
giving  our  thought  and  our  mind  and  our 
activity  in  this  direction  with  the  hope 
that  within  the  next  few  years  we  can 
come  to  you  and  tell  you  that  we  have  a 
completed  Reserve  construction  program. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  would  like  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  committee  on  this  arduous 
work  and  careful  study  of  this  particu¬ 
lar  problem.  I  have  just  one  question  I 
would  like  to  ask.  I  am  referring  spe¬ 
cifically  to  page  29  of  the  committee  re¬ 
port  which  refers  to  the  purchase  and 
disposition  of  real  estate.  I  would  like 
to  ask  this  committee  whether  or  not 
the  committee  has  given  any  considera¬ 
tion  to  certain  policies  that  should  be 
used  by  the  armed  services,  particularly 
the  Air  Force,  in  the  purchase  of  land. 
I  illustrate  what  I  am  trying  to  say.  We 
find  so  many  times  that  people  who  have 
land  adjoining  a  military  installation 
are  forced  to  settle  by  condemnation 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


12052 

rather  than  by  negotiation,  and  as  a  re¬ 
sult  it  has  been  a  loss  to  the  people  in 
that  particular  area. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  T  want  to 
thank  the  gentleman  very  much  for  ask¬ 
ing  that  particular  question,  and  I  want 
to  say  this,  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services  set  up  a 
special  subcommittee  to  check  into  the 
matter  of  the  use  of  land  by  the  mili¬ 
tary  and  especially  the  use  of  the  power 
of  eminent  domain,  which  I  think  in 
many  instances  has  been  abused  by  the 
armed  services.  The  subcommittee  has 
held  hearings.  We  have  heard  witnesses 
from  the  Justice  Department  making 
certain  suggestions,  and  we  have  also 
heard  witnesses  from  other  departments, 
and  we  are  working  on  the  program  that 
the  gentleman  has  in  mind  looking  to¬ 
ward  the  point  where  more  definite  rules 
for  the  acquisition  of  land  by  the  mili¬ 
tary  will  be  set  up.  Does  that  answer 
the  gentleman’s  question? 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  further,  I  think  it 
is  of  very  great  importance,  because  we 
must  have  excellent  public  relations  be¬ 
tween  the  public,  the  people  in  the  ad¬ 
joining  area,  and  the  military,  and  I 
sometimes  feel  that  the  arbitrary  atti¬ 
tude  taken  by  the  military,  particularly 
in  some  instances,  has  created  ill  will  to¬ 
ward  the  military  installations  in  that 
area.  I  think  that  this  is  unfortunate. 
Secondly,  it  has  been  a  great  loss  to  the 
people  in  the  area.  I  refer  specifically 
to  one  instance  in  which  I  have  been  in 
contact  with  the  Air  Force  real  estate 
division  for  quite  some  time.  They  are 
trying  to  force  a  farmer  to  take  much 
less  for  his  land  than  the  current  value 
of  the  land  in  the  surrounding  area.  I 
still  think  it  is  very  unjust,  and  I  hope 
the  matter  can  be  corrected. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  some  excellent  ideas  there. 
I  want  to  say  this,  too,  in  addititon  to 
what  I  said  about  hearings  of  our  sub¬ 
committee  on  that  particular  matter, 
that  I  think  there  really  has  been  abuse, 
and  the  Congress  can  do  a  great  deal  to 
assist  in  this  sort  of  program.  But,  in 
addition  to  this,  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works  has  a  bill  pending  before  it 
which  it  is  considering  at  this  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  has  expired. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  15 
minutes  to  the  gentlewoman  from  New 
York  [Mrs.  St.  George]. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.  Chairman, 
this  bill,  H.  R.  13015,  comes  before  the 
House,  as  is  already,  abundantly  clear, 
after  long,  exhaustive,  and  thorough 
hearings.  The  bill  is  highly  technical, 
and  it  would  seem  to  me  that  it  is  not 
a  bill  that  can  be  amended  or  greatly 
changed  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill  has,  I  think, 
one  inherent  handicap,  and  that  is  that 
it  has  little  glamor  and  almost  no  drama 
connected  with  it.  At  first  blush,  one 
cannot  become  highly  excited  about  an 
automotive  repair  shop  or  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  a  new  heating  plant  in  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  building  at  a  distant  Army 
post. 

Much  of  the  legislation  which  comes 
before  this  House  has  a  strong,  intimate 


and  personal  impact  on  individual  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  and  on  their  con¬ 
stituencies.  People  —  individuals  —  are 
immediately  and  importantly  affected  by 
much  of  it. 

Because  this  bill  does  lack  color,  it 
does  not  arouse  strong  partisan  feelings 
on  any  overall  basis.  And,  because  of 
this,  stimulating  and  thought-provoking 
debate  is  somewhat  of  a  rarity  during 
its  consideration. 

I  think  this  is  wrong.  No  bill  that 
comes  on  the  floor  of  this  House  is,  to 
my  mind,  more  important  than  the  con¬ 
struction  bill  for  the  military  depart¬ 
ments. 

As  our  distinguished  chairman  has 
mentioned,  there  are  three  essential 
elements  to  defense:  the  men  who  are 
ready  to  fight;  the  equipment  with  which 
they  would  fight;  and  the  bases  which 
give  them  the  foothold  for  the  battle. 
If  we  eliminate  any  one  of  these  ele¬ 
ments,  we  have  nothing.  The  man  is 
the  brain,  the  weapon  is  the  instrument, 
and  the  base  is  the  ground  on  which  he 
stands. 

This  bill  is  the  ground  on  which  he 
stands. 

Chairman  Vinson  has  given  in  most 
admirable  and  comprehensive  fashion 
all  of  the  statistics  of  the  bill — its  size, 
its  composition,  and  the  highlights  of 
the  program  both  generally  and  with 
respect  to  the  individual  service.  It  was 
presented  so  clearly  and  so  concisely 
that  I  shall  not  attempt  to  repeat  what 
you  already  know. 

I  would  rather  speak  briefly  on  some 
general  matters  relating  to  the  bill. 

For  example,  I  was  most  impressed 
by  the  great  wealth  of  information 
which  was  already  in  the  minds  of  the 
committee  members  at  the  time  we 
started  hearings  on  the  bill  and  before 
any  consideration  of  the  detailed  items 
that  comprise  it. 

This  is  understandable  since,  while 
there  have  been  some  new  installations 
established  within  the  last  few  years, 
the  great  bulk  of  our  base  structure  for 
the  military  departments  is  made  up  of 
installations  which  have  been  in  exist¬ 
ence  since  the  beginning  of  World  War 
II — and  in  many  instances  installations 
which  go  back  many,  many  years  before 
that. 

Many  of  the  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  and,  of  course,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  chairman  and  those  mem¬ 
bers  seated  close  to  him  on  both  sides, 
have  been  dealing  with  legislation  of 
this  kind  over  a  great  many  years,  and, 
therefore,  can  draw  upon  an  abundance 
of  knowledge  not  only  of  the  general 
defense  picture  but  also  in  truly  re¬ 
markable  detail  with  respect  to  specific 
installations. 

An  example  of  this — and,  indeed,  it 
is  an  example  of  a  number  of  elements 
to  which  I  wish  to  refer — is  the  naval 
shipyard  at  Long  Beach,  Calif.  The 
authority  granted  for  this  shipyard  in 
the  bill  this  year  is  actually  not  new  at 
all.  This  shipyard  has  been  under  study 
for  a  number  of  years  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  has  been  subsiding  each  year 
over  quite  a  period  of  time. 

Last  year  because  of  the  concern 
which  the  committee  felt  with  respect 
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to  this  subsidence  a  subcommittee  of 
the  Armed  Services  Committee  visited 
the  shipyard,  made  a  detailed  inspec¬ 
tion,  and  made  a  report  to  the  full  com¬ 
mittee.  A  development  with  respect  to 
this  particular  item  is  the  fact  that  the 
State  of  California  passed  very  recently 
legislation  which  will  insure  the  repres¬ 
surization  of  the  area  in  which  the  ship¬ 
yard  is  in  order  to  prevent  further 
subsidence. 

Perhaps  one  should  not  give  full 
credit  to  the  Armed  Services  Committee 
for  the  passage  of  this  legislation  by  the 
State  of  California,  but  very  great  credit 
is  due  the  committee  because  of  its  in¬ 
sistence  that  aggressive  and  effective 
action  be  taken  by  the  State.  There¬ 
fore,  it  is  more  than  merely  coincidental 
that  the  State  passed  this  legislation. 

So,  it  is  clear  from  an  example  of  this 
kind  that  not  a  great  deal  of  wholly 
new  material  is  presented  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  each  year  but  rather,  a  series 
of  steps  in  a  continuous  process  of  pro¬ 
tecting,  improving,  and  making  more 
efficient  our  base  structure. 

With  the  new  weapons  and  the  new 
supporting  facilities  for  them  which,  of 
course,  in  this  time  of  rapid  change  are 
constantly  coming  into  the  program,  the 
committee  draws  upon  its  great  back¬ 
ground  of  information  to  survey  these 
items,  too,  with  a  critical  eye. 

I  would  like  to  cite  an  example  of  this. 
In  the  program  this  year  there  are  sev¬ 
eral  sites  for  the  Bomarc  missile.  The 
cost  set  out  for  the  supporting  facilities 
were  in  the  order  of  $13  million  per 
site.  After  a  close  examination  of  these 
several  sites  by  the  committee,  it  was 
revealed  that  very  recent  contract  expe¬ 
rience  indicated  that  the  cost  of  one  of 
these  sites  could  be  cut  by  as  much  as 
three  to  three  and  one-half  million  dol¬ 
lars.  I  would  not  wish  to  create  the  im¬ 
pression  that  the  costs  furnished  by  the 
Department  were  deliberately  high  in  the 
first  instance.  It  was,  rather,  that  since 
the  facilities  were  of  a  new  type,  the  de¬ 
sign  and  plans  could  not  be  as  particu¬ 
larized  as  one  might  wish.  They  did  not 
constitute,  in  other  words,  as  is  true  of 
many  construction  items  in  the  program, 
repetitive  structures  with  common  de¬ 
sign  and  common  plans  and  specifica¬ 
tions. 

However,  again  the  committee  drawing 
on  its  experience  was  able  to  make  a 
rather  substantial  cut  in  this  particular 
part  of  the  program  without  in  any  way 
affecting  the  defense  aspect  of  the  Bo¬ 
marc  missile  facilities. 

Another  area  in  which  it  is  gratifying 
that  the  committee  did  not  make  a  cut 
was  that  portion  of  the  bill  which  deals 
with  the  new  Advanced  Research  Proj¬ 
ects  Agency.  The  authority  granted  by 
title  IV  of  the  bill  for  this  organization 
is  the  first  of  its  kind  in  a  military  con¬ 
struction  program. 

Without  intending  to  be  facetious,  the 
letters  “ARP A,”  which  is  the  short  name 
for  this  Agency,  could  well  be  thought  of 
as  “always  remember  projects  ahead.” 
Here  we  have  an  organization  whose 
charter,  so  to  speak,  is  to  deal  in  fields 
where  there  may  be  little,  if  any,  practi¬ 
cal  application  in  the  immediate  future. 
It  is,  however,  from  research  of  this  kind 
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that  come  our  truly  great  advances  in 
scientific  fields. 

Practicality  is  a  virtue.  An  unreason¬ 
able  practicality  which  could  be  called 
also  shortsightedness  is  the  opposite.  We 
cannot  think  of  today  and  the  immediate 
tomorrow  only.  We  must  project  our¬ 
selves — as  other  parts  of  the  world  are 
doing,  notably  the  U.  S.  S.  R. — to  make 
sure  that  we  have  the  basic  knowledge 
that  will  permit  far-reaching  extensions 
of  our  weapon  systems  as  time  goes  on. 
We  cannot  afford  to  be  narrow.  We  can¬ 
not  afford  to  be  unimaginative.  Indeed, 
we  must  be  far  seeing  and  bold  in  our 
perspective  of  the  future. 

Mr.  Roy  W.  Johnson,  the  Director  of 
ARPA,  when  he  appeared  before  the 
committee,  stated  that  his  agency  was 
organized  “to  provide  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  forward-looking  re¬ 
search  programs  which  in  the  past  have 
been  retarded  by  the  necessity  for  a  for¬ 
mal  military  requirement.”  He  went  on 
to  say  that  the  organization  of  the 
agency  “is  in  recognition  of  the  im¬ 
portance  of  pushing  advanced  research 
which  may  have  military  application 
even  before  we  know  whether  the  results 
will  be  fruitful  and  how  any  results 
achieved  may  be  used.” 

This  position  is,  of  course,  wholly  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  ideas  which  I  have  tried 
to  express,  and  indicate  a  refreshing  and 
encouraging  kind  of  imaginative  out¬ 
look. 

The  agency  will  do  little  construction 
as  such,  but  plans  to  use  existing  facili¬ 
ties  of  the  military  departments  and  or¬ 
ganizations  such  as  the  National  Ad¬ 
visory  Committee  for  Aeronautics,  the 
National  Academy  of  Sciences,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Scientific  Foundation,  and  our 
great  universities  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try.  This,  to  my  mind,  is  a  true  step 
forward  and  I  know  every  Member  of 
this  House  would  join  with  fne  in  pro¬ 
viding  every  encouragement  for  this  pro¬ 
gram. 

One  concluding  word  concerning  the 
bill.  I  would  like  to  draw  the  attention 
of  all  Members  of  the  House  to  the  re¬ 
port  on  this  bill.  It  is  a  long  one — 81 
pages — but  is  broken  down  in  such  fash¬ 
ion  as  to  make  it  relatively  simple  to 
Study  any  particular  parts  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  are  of  special  interest  to 
the  individual. 

Each  of  the  military  programs  is 
broken  down  not  only  by  types  of  fa¬ 
cilities  but  by  commands  and  by  other 
functional  divisions.  The  general  pro¬ 
visions  are  explained  in  what  is  a  com¬ 
pletely  clear  fashion  and  at  the  very 
end  of  the  report  is  the  State  breakdown 
listing  by  geographical  area  within  and 
without  the  United  States  all  of  the  in¬ 
stallations  whibh  appear  in  the  program, 
with  the  exception,  of  course,  of  certain 
classified  facilities. 

May  I  urge,  then,  on  all  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  a  study  of  this  re¬ 
port  and  the  favorable  vote  on  the  bill 
which  I  believe  is  clearly  warranted. 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Mi'. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield  to  my  dis¬ 
tinguished  colleague  and  fellow  member 
of  the  committee. 


Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  I  wish 
to  congratulate  you  for  the  very  splendid 
remarks  you  have  just  made  and  to  say 
that  these  remarks  are  in  keeping  with 
the  fine  work  you  have  been  doing  as  a 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  I  want  to 
pay  tribute  to  the  gentlewoman  from 
New  York  for  the  very  fine  work  she  has 
done  with  reference  to  the  reserve  pro¬ 
gram.  The  consideration  she  has  given 
to  the  work  on  the  subcommittee  has 
been  refreshing  to  all  the  members  of 
the  committee. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  thank  my 
chairman  of  the  subcommittee.  May  I 
say  it  has  been  an  inspiration  and  a 
pleasure  to  work  with  him. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentlewoman  yield? 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  yield  to  my  col¬ 
league  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  would  like  to  state  to 
the  House  that  the  total  devotion  which 
the  gentlewoman  from  New  York  has 
shown  in  the  preparation  of  this  bill  and 
her  constant  attention  ^it  the  hearings 
indicates  her  knowledge  of  the  subject 
and  her  firm  desire  to  be  a  good  member 
of  a  good  committee  and  to  render  a 
great  service  to  the  Nation,  which  is  all 
reflected  in  the  very  fine  statement  that 
she  has  just  made. 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  2 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  O’Konski]. 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
members  of  the  committee,  I  rise  with  a 
great  deal  of  reluctance  because  it  is  not 
easy  to  oppose  or  question  a  project  ,that 
is  reported  to  the  House  by  such  an 
illustrious  committee  as  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services.  I  am  further  reluc¬ 
tant  to  say  anything  because  one  would 
sometimes  look  at  the  mentality  of  a 
Member  of  Congress  who  got  up  and 
questioned  the  advisability  of  spending 
several  million  dollars  for  a  project  with¬ 
in  his  home  State.  Further  to  add  to  my 
reluctance  is  the  fact  that  this  project 
is  named  after  a  personal  friend  of  mine, 
a  Maj.  Richard  Bong,  a  young  farm 
boy  who  left  the  farm  and  in  2  years 
learned  to  fly  a  plane  and  shot  down  40 
Japanese  aircraft.  But,  authorities  in 
Wisconsin  who  are  interested  in  air 
safety  seriously  question  the  advisability 
of  building  an  air  base  for  the  Defense 
Command  and  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand  at  Kansasville,  Wis.  ,It  has  been 
stated  that  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Author¬ 
ity,  after  investigating,  finally  gave  clear¬ 
ance  to  the  project.  But,  I  think  that  is 
only  part  of  the  story.  It  should  be 
brought  out  that  the  CAA  authorities 
gave  clearance  to  the  project  only  after 
the  Air  Force  agreed  that  that  base  after 
it  was  established  and  built  and  used, 
that  the  air  defense  planes  and  the  stra¬ 
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tegic  air  defense  planes  would  fly  only  in 
certain  directions. 

I  wonder  about  the  advisability  of 
spending  $100  million  even  for  an  air 
base  for  the  Air  Defense  Command,  the 
Strategic  Air  Command  which  by  civil 
protection  is  going  to  be  used  by  planes 
that  are  going  to  be  able  to  take  off  and 
come  back  only  in  certain  directions. 

I  am  not  going  to  ask  this  committee 
or  the  Congress  to  do  anything  about  the 
authorization  for  further  money  for  this 
airport,  but  I  am  going  to  ask  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  to  take  a  fur¬ 
ther  look  at  it  to  see  if  this  project  ac¬ 
tually  ought  to  be  built. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
3  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Cunningham]. 

(Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  CUNNINGHAM  of  Iowa.  Mr. 
Chairman,  war  is  a  terrible  thing.  War 
is  the  most  expensive  pastime  we  have 
ever  had  in  the  world.  You  pay  for  wars 
indefinitely.  I  recall  when  I  first  came 
to  this  noble  body  the  debt  limit  was 
under  $40  billion;  the  debt  was  under 
$40  billion.  Today  it  is  approximately 
$280  billion.  Why?  Because  of  war. 

We  have  had  3  terrible  wars,  4  in  my 
lifetime,  even  including  the  Spanish- 
American  War;  and  none  of,  them  are 
completely  paid  for  and  probably  will  not 
be  in  a  century  or  two.  Regardless  of 
whether  we  should  have  had  those  wars 
or  not,  we  had  them;  it  is  water  over  the 
dam. 

Now  we  are  faced  with  another  situ¬ 
ation:  Whether  we  will  have  another  war 
we  do  not  know;  we  hope  and  pray  we 
will  not,  but  we  must  not  take  any 
chances  with  the  security  of  our  country. 

Your  Committee  on  the  Armed  Services 
in  the  hearings  on  the  authorization  bill 
now  before  you  took  all  of  these  matters 
into  consideration,  went  over  this  bill 
line  by  line  and  item  by  item,  and  I 
approved  most  of  it.  Maybe  I  did  not 
agree  with  all  parts  of  it,  but  the  over¬ 
all  is  very  good,  very  conservative,  very 
sound,  and  very  reasonable  when  you 
realize  that  we  are  dealing  with  the 
security  of  our  country.  If  we  should 
have  another  of  those  terrible  wars,  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  expense  involved  and  the 
cost  in  human  life,  we  must  not  be 
reasonably  unprepared.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  we  must  be  reasonably  prepared. 

In  my  opinion,  this  bill  is  a  minimum 
in  preparedness  and  authorizations  for 
preparedness  that  we  may  dare  risk  to¬ 
day  if  we  are  interested  in  our  country. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield  5 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross]. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  earlier 
this  afternoon  mention  was  made  of 
what  I  call  the  Truman  Airport  at 
Grandview,  Mo.  I  understood  the 
chairman  to  say  that  it  now  is  known 
as  the  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base. 

On  page  35  there  is  an  appropriation 
for  the  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base 
at  Kansas  City,  Mo. 
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On  page  76  it  is  the  Richards-Gebaur 
Air  Force  Base  at  Belton,  Mo. 

On  page  58  there  is  an  appropriation 
for  the  Grandview  Air  Force  Base,  at 
Kansas  City,  Mo. 

I  am  puzzled  by  all  this;  is  this  the 
Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  the 
Truman  Airport,  or  the  Grandview  Air 
Force  Base? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  would  say  to  the 
—gentleman  that  it  is  all  the  same  base. 

Mr.  GROSS.  All  the  same? 

Mr.  VINSON.  All  the  same. 

Mr.  GROSS.  With  some  $3  million 
total  appropriated  for  that  installation? 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  correct.  It  is 
written  out  in  the  bill  here. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question  that  I  have  asked  every  year, 
and  that  is  whether  the  Continental  Air 
Command  has  been  moved  down  there, 
as  I  was  assured  it  would  be  when  the 
authorization  first  went  through  several 
years  ago? 

Mr.  VINSON.  It  has  not  been  moved 
from  Mitchel  Airfield,  N.  Y. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  is  still  there? 

Mr.  VINSON.  It  is  still  there. 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  it  never  became  the 
headquarters  of  the  Continental  Air 
Command? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No.  I  understand  the 
reason  the  gentleman  is  making  the  in¬ 
quiry,  but  that  did  not  take  place. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  did  not  think  it  would 
be  moved  from  New  York. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  Mitchel  Airbase 
is  still  there. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  members  of  the 
Truman  family  have  sold  the  last  220 
acres  of  land  they  owned  around  the 
Grand  View  Airbase? 

Mr.  VINSON,  i  do  not  know  any¬ 
thing  about  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  if  memory  serves 
me  correctly,  the  family  had  some  600 
acres  there,  but,  I  understand,  a  few 
weeks  ago  they  sold  the  last  220  acres,  I 
imagine  at  a  pretty  good  price  after  the 
airbase  was  put  in  there. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  my  figures  are  cor¬ 
rect,  there  are  around  5,000  housing 
units  in  this  bill  to  be  constructed  over¬ 
seas;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  probably  cor¬ 
rect.  There  are  6,673  houses  that  will 
be  built  overseas  under  what  is  known 
as  the  surplus  agricultural  commodity 
program. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Those  will  be  built  out 
of  counterpart  funds;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Oh,  no.  They  are 
built  out  of  what  is  known  as  the  surplus 
agricultural  commodity  program.  That 
is  a  program  that  has  been  worked  up 
by  the  Agricultural  Commodities  Com¬ 
mission. 

Mr.  GROSS.  What  kind  of  currency 
do  they  use?  What  funds  are  used? 

Mr.  VINSON.  They  use  local  funds. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Local  currency? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Are  they  not  counter¬ 
part  funds? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No,  it  is  not  counter¬ 
part  funds.  It  has  no  relation  to  coun¬ 
terpart  funds.  This  money  is  derived 
out  of  the  surplus  agricultural  commod¬ 
ity  program.  That  is,  when  we  ship 
commodities  abroad  for  this  purpose. 


cotton,  corn,  wheat,  tobacco — whatever 
it  is — it  is  sold  entirely  by  the  surplus 
agricultural  program. 

Mr.  GROSS.  No  dollars  go  into  this 
at  all;  no  dollars  except  as  the  surplus 
agricultural  commodities  are  purchased 
in  this  country?  No  dollars  go  into  this 
construction  overseas,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  May  I 
say  to  the  gentleman,  where  equipment 
or  material  cannot  be  locally  purchased, 
they  may  have  in  those  instances  to 
spend  dollars  to  bring  them  into  the 
country;  but,  generally  speaking,  the 
agricultural  commodities  are  sold  over 
in  those  countries,  then  the  money  that 
is  raised  by  the  sale  of  those  commodi¬ 
ties  is  placed  in  the  building  of  the 
housing  in  question  for  our  troops. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Let  me  ask  the  gentle¬ 
man  this  question:  What  happens  if 
these  housing  facilities  are  abandoned  or 
are  found  to  be  unnecessary,  whatever 
word  you  want  to  use?  What  happens 
to  them? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  That  is  a 
matter  subject  to  negotiation.  We  an¬ 
ticipate  using  them  for  some  time. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Are  they  sold  to  the  lo¬ 
cal  governments?  What  is  done  with 
them? 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  They  are 
placed  for  future  disposition. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  MASON.  What  is  the  source  of 
counterpart  funds  if  it  is  not  from  the 
sale  of  surplus  products? 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  one  of  the 
sources. 

Mr.  MASON.  It  is  the  main  source. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Counterpart  money 
comes  out  of  the  mutual  security  pro¬ 
gram  and  has  no  relation  to  this  phase 
at  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  expired. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  yield  the  gentleman  2 
additional  minutes. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  I  also  made  inquiry  rel¬ 
ative  to  this  program  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities.  Under  this  program,  foreign 
currencies  are  generated  through  coun- 
try-to-country  agreements  covering  the 
sale  of  surplus  agricultural  commodities. 
A  portion  of  the  funds  generated  are  set 
aside  for  the  payment  of  construction 
costs  of  United  States  military  family 
housing.  In  some  cases,  such  as  the 
United  Kingdom  and  Japan,  the  local 
currency  has  been  adequate  to  meet  all 
costs.  In  others,  however,  such  as  Spain 
and  Morocco,  the  local  currency  has  been 
supplemented  by  appropriated  dollars — 
up  to  a  limit  of  25  percent  of  the  total 
cost — in  order  to  obtain  scarce  items  not 
available  locally. 

The  occupants  of  this  housing  forfeit 
their  quarters  allowances  which  are 
used,  first,  to  pay  maintenance  and 
operating  costs  and,  second,  to  reimburse 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation  for 
the  foreign  currencies  used. 
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One  important  advantage  of  the  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  program  is  that  the 
quarters  allowances  are  used  to  repay 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  so 
that  there  is  no  outflow  of  gold  from 
the  United  States. 

I  trust  that  explains  the  matter  the 
gentleman  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman, 
but  what  I  would  like  to  know  is,  when 
is  this  sort  of  program  ever  going  to 
end?  Is  it  going  on  indefinitely  and 
forever?  Are  we  going  to  continue  each 
year  the  building  of  thousands  of  hous¬ 
ing  units  overseas? 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  I  hope  the  time  will 
come  soon  when  all  of  our  houses  in 
Europe  and  every  place  else  will  be 
vacant. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  hope  so,  too,  but  every 
year  you  come  in  with  a  bill  for  more 
thousands.  Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  one 
other  queston.  This  bill  provides  for  the 
leasing  of  housing  overseas.  Under  what 
conditions  is  this  to  be  undertaken? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  say  it  does  not 
apply  to  the  leasing  of  any  housing  over¬ 
seas.  In  response  to  the  question,  “When 
will  there  cease  to  be  any  further  build¬ 
ing,”  it  is  hoped  that  the  program  will  be 
completed  next  year  or  probably  the  fol¬ 
lowing  year.  Within  2  years,  at  least, 
there  should  be  no  more  programs  of  this 
kind.  We  hope  within  the  next  year  it 
may  end. 

Mr.  GROSS.  On  page  8  of  the  bill, 
section  104  (a) ,  it  reads : 

In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  407 — 

And  so  on  and  so  forth — 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or 
otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations — 

Then  those  are  all  foreign  locations. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Notwithstanding  that 
language,  my  statement  is  correct.  That 
is  nothing  but  standard  language  which 
appears  in  the  bill  in  dealing  with  this 
broad  subject.  But  there  are  no  plans  to 
lease  any  quarters. 

Mr.  GROSS.  But  you  do  provide  a 
clear  provision  for  leasing  housing  facili¬ 
ties  overseas. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  understand  that.  It 
is  just  one  of  those  things  that  happens 
to  be  written  in  like  other  language  that 
is  written,  but  that  is  all. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Of  course,  there  Is  noth¬ 
ing  to  prevent  them  from  leasing  hous¬ 
ing  overseas  if  they  want  to  do  it  under 
the  terms  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Suppose  we  do  lease 
them.  What  will  be  wrong  with  that? 
There  is  no  plan  to  lease  them,  so  far  as 
the  information  before  the  committee 
was  concerned,  but  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  leasing  them  if  it  is  necessary 
to  house  American  dependents  on  foreign 
shores. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Had  you  said  the  mili¬ 
tary  is  leasing  housing  overseas,  my  next 
question  would  have  been  under  what 
terms  and  conditions,  because  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  some  agencies  of  Govern- 
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ment  are  paying  fabulous  prices  for 
leased  property. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Well,  there  is  a  stand¬ 
ard  as  to  how  much  a  man  can  get  for 
rental  allowance,  and  a  lease  is  always 
based  on  the  rental  allowance. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa  has  again  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Rivers]. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
has  been  thoroughly  debated  and  I  think 
fully  explained.  It  was  my  privilege  to 
work  along  with  my  colleagues  and  our 
distinguished  chairman  in  its  prepara¬ 
tion.  Like  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Cunningham]  said,  we  must  sur¬ 
vive.  There  is  no  cut-rate  way  to  sur¬ 
vive  or  furnish  armaments  to  survive  in 
this  nuclear,  in  this  space,  in  this  missile 
age.  This  is  the  best  we  can  give  you 
from  the  best  we  have/  We  urge  you  to 
accept  our  recommendations. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  have  said,  I  have 
participated  in  the  thorough  examina¬ 
tion  which  the  House  Armed  Services 
Committee  has  made  covering  this  bill 
and  I  wish  to  assure  the  Congress  that 
it  was  most  thoroughly  reviewed.  Cer¬ 
tain  projects  which  we  considered  to  be 
merely  desirable,  but  not  essential,  were 
eliminated  by  our  committee  and  the 
remaining  work  which  this  bill  author¬ 
izes  is  strictly  limited  to  projects  for 
which  a  compelling  military  necessity 
exists.. 

Throughout  our  study  of  this  bill  our 
committee  kept  firmly  in  mind  the  fact 
that  heavy  expenditures  for  new  modern 
types  of  weapons  will  create  tremendous 
financial  burdens  for  the  next  several 
years.  For  this  reason  each  project  in 
this  bill  was  carefully  scrutinized  and  I 
feel  that  the  work  covered  by  this  bill  is 
the  minimum  amount  needed  to  satis¬ 
factorily  support  the  missions  which  are 
assigned  to  our  military  forces. 

To  illustrate  the  importance  of  the 
work  which  is  to  be  authorized  by  this 
bill,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  32  per¬ 
cent  of  the  projects  which  it  authorizes 
are  directly  in  support  of  our  missile 
programs  and  their  associated  nuclear 
capability.  Approximately  14  percent  is 
required  for  radar  defense  systems.  Ap¬ 
proximately  12  percent  is  for  improving 
the  capability  of  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand.  Substantial  amounts  are  also 
provided  for  research  and  development, 
submarine  and  antisubmarine  activities, 
fighter  aircraft  programs,  combat  train¬ 
ing,  and  other  essential  activities  of  the 
three  military  departments.  I  wish  I 
could  state  publicly  what  I  know  about 
the  mission  of  MATS.  This  is  impossible 
for  security  reasons.  I  would,  however, 
like  to  speak  on  this  subject  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  I  can. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  timely  and 
important  that  I  make  a  few  remarks  on 
the  Military  Air  Transport  Service. 

It  is  true  that  the  bill  does  not  contain 
any  large  authorizations  for  this  great 
organization  but  it  has  been  the  subject 
of  scrutiny — and  I  might  say,  attack — 
during  this  Congress  and  I  feel  that  the 
other  side  of  the  coin  could  well  be  stud¬ 
ied  by  the  Members  of  this  House. 


One  of  the  defense  functions  receiv¬ 
ing  extended  consideration  by  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee  during  the 
1958  review  of  the  military  forces  was 
that  of  military  air  transportation  ac¬ 
tivities.  This  was  deemed  advisable  in 
light  of  the  interest  of  other  commit¬ 
tees,  extending  over  several  years,  in  the 
size,  structure,  and  operations  of  MATS. 
Their  findings  and  recommendations, 
following  hearings  on  MATS,  raised  the 
question  in  the  minds  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  members  as  .  to 
whether  they  had  entirely  fulfilled  the 
responsibilities  of  the  committee.  As  a 
result  a  thorough  searching  inquiry  was 
made  into  the  premises.  Questions  were 
so  framed  by  the  members  of  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  as  to  disclose  all 
matters  pertinent  to  MATS  as  a  mili¬ 
tary  force  and  its  relationship  to  the 
armed  services.  Due  to  the  disparag¬ 
ing,  even  though  dispassionate  views  on 
MATS  which  exist,  I  feel  that  a  more 
extensive  discussion  of  the  subject  is 
required. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings,  tes¬ 
timony  was  given  in  opposition  to  MATS 
on  the  premise  that  it  competes  with 
civil  air  carriers.  It  has  been  further 
stated  that  this  competition  retards  de¬ 
velopment  of  air  transportation,  and  in 
several  cases  has  been  the  cause  for 
carriers  going  out  of  business.  This 
complaint  has  been  injected  into  con¬ 
gressional  hearings  for  a  number  of 
years,  and  made  the  subject  of  public 
addresses,  news  items,  magazine  articles, 
and  releases  by  business  associations. 

The  gravity  of  these  charges  and  the 
extent  to  which  they  have  been  ex¬ 
ploited  places  an  obligation  upon  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  to  inform 
the  Congress  and  the  general  public  in 
this  matter. 

The  military  threat  which  imperils 
free  nations  throughout  the  world  is  a 
direct  threat  to  the  peace  and  security 
of  our  own  freedom.  This  has  necessi¬ 
tated  a  broad  peacetime  military  pro¬ 
gram  to  assure  our  defense  against  mili¬ 
tary  aggression.  Activation  of  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  establishing,  maintaining,  and 
supporting  essential  preparedness  forces 
for  defense  has  generated  military  air 
traffic  which  is  not  too  dissimilar  to  war¬ 
time  requirements. 

Utilization  of  the  airlift  capability  and 
the  maintenance  and  support  man¬ 
hours,  made  available  by  the  essential 
peacetime  operations  of  MATS,  to  air¬ 
lift  the  military  traffic  is  commendable. 
It  shows  a  sense  of  responsible  manage¬ 
ment  with  deep  concern  for  the  tax¬ 
payer  and  far-reaching  consideration  of 
the  national  budget. 

In  reviewing  the  testimony  adduced  at 
the  hearing,  the  committee  finds  that 
the  military  services  have  made  signifi¬ 
cant  contribution  to  the  development 
of  the  civil  air  transportation  industry. 
Millions  of  dollars  annually  have  been 
paid  to  civil  carriers  for  airlifting  mili¬ 
tary  traffic  which  exceeds  the  capability 
generated  by  MATS.  However,  it  ap¬ 
pears  that  continuous  efforts  are- made 
by  the  civil  carriers  to  obtain  more  mili¬ 
tary  business  by  reducing  the  beneficial 
payload  carried  by  MATS.  The  DOD 
would  be  amiss  in  wasting  public  monies 
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to  procure  such  airlift  merely  to  pro¬ 
vide  business  to  commercial  operators. 
This  would  constitute  a  subsidy  with 
funds  appropriated  for  military  defense 
purposes,  which  never  has  been  intended 
by  Congress.  This  view  is  strongly  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  important  fact  that  Con¬ 
gress  specifically  provided,  in  the  Civil 
Aeronautics  Act,  the  means  by  which 
the  Government  should  ensure  the  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  civil  air  transpor¬ 
tation  system  required  by  the  public 
convenience  and  necessity. 

In  summary,  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  does  not  concur  with  the  views 
expressing  competition  by  MATS.  In¬ 
stead  the  committee  supports  the  policy 
and  practice  of  the  military  in  obtaining 
the  most  beneficial  use  of  the  airlift 
generated  by  MATS’  peace-time  opera¬ 
tions  and  meeting  essential  require¬ 
ments.  The  procurement  of  civil  airlift 
to  meet  requirements  which  exceed 
MATS'  capability  should  be  continued; 
however,  this  supplemental  lift  should 
not  constitute  the  mainstay  of  any  civil 
carrier,  nor  should  the  revenues  there¬ 
from  represent  more  than  an  element  of 
byproduct  income  for  such  carriers. 

The  military  has  no  authority,  nor  can 
it  be  expected  to  subsidize  any  carrier 
or  class  of  carriers  by  the  procurement 
of  airlift  or  other  services  merely  to  keep 
an  air  carrier  solvent.  This  is  the  duty 
and  responsibility  assigned  by  Congress 
to  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

The  distinction  between  MATS  and  an 
airline  is  evident.  An  airline  operates 
its  services  between  communities  on  a 
schedule  designed  to  afford  the  best  fre¬ 
quencies  of  travel  as  dictated  by  the 
trade  and  commerce  needs  of  the  points 
serviced.  MATS  operates  its  transports 
to  provide  airlift  as  levied  on  it  by  the 
JCS  and  the  several  military  services,  in 
moving  military  traffic.  The  fact  that 
some  of  these  requirements  can  be  air¬ 
lifted  more  economically  by  operating 
military  flights  with  limited  regularity 
does  not  change  the  character  of  MATS 
from  a  military  logistic  operation  to  an 
airline  operation. 

Taking  all  of  the  foregoing  into  ac¬ 
count,  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
cannot  agree  with  the  common  parlance 
which  characterizes  MATS  as  an  airline. 
Conversely,  it  is  the  strongly  held  view 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee  that 
MATS  is  a  carefully  integrated  part  of 
the  overall  military  force;  further  the 
committee  is  fully  convinced  that  MATS 
is  designed,  both  as  to  size,  composition, 
and  character,  to  fulfill  critical  emer¬ 
gency  military  requirements  which,  by 
their  nature,  timing  and  need  for 
security,  can  be  met  by  no  other  means. 

The  security  of  the  United  States  from 
enemy  aggression  can  only  be  assured  by 
a  combat  readiness  to  fend  off  all  would- 
be  assailants.  The  character  of  the  po¬ 
tential  enemy,  the  modern  weapons  for 
making  warfare,  and  the  geographical 
locations  of  friendly  nations  compel  the 
maintenance  of  a  unified  defense,  alert 
and  ready.  For  the  United  States  this 
has  mandated  a  broad  program  world¬ 
wide,  and  necessitates  a  continued  de¬ 
ployment  of  military  personnel,  arma¬ 
ments,  and  support  to  almost  every 
corner  of  the  earth  not  controlled  by  the 
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U.  S.  S.  R.  The  MATS’  transport  mis¬ 
sion  is  essential  to  the  success  of  the 
initial  actions.  The  emergency  trans¬ 
port  mission  to  be  successful  will  com¬ 
mence  before  or  concurrently  with 
strategic  deployments  if  such  become 
necessary.  While  attrition  is  to  be  ex¬ 
pected  in  any  case,  the  losses  could  be 
significantly  more  extensive  if  MATS’ 
mission  failed.  For  this  reason  the 
MATS’  transport  fleet  is  operated  to 
provide  the  continuous  exercise  of  its 
facilities  and  to  produce  manpower 
training  and  operational  readiness  under 
military  command  and  control.  The 
importance  of  MATS’  strategic-transport 
operations  requires  the  same  kinds  of 
training  and  readiness  as  are  required  of 
all  military  components  which  will  be 
engaged  in  combat  duty. 

In  conclusion — and  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  I  have  said  or  intimated  this 
fact  throughout  my  remarks — I  want  to 
say  again  that  the  Military  Air  Trans¬ 
port  Service  is  not  an  airline.  It  is  an 
essential,  integral  part  of  our  fighting 
forces. 

I  urge  the  complete  support  of  every 
Member  of  this  House  for  the  military 
construction  bill  this  year. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  O’Hara]. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  am  certainly  not  rising  in  a  spirit 
of  criticism  of  a  great  committee,  but  I 
am  seeking  a  little  information.  I  have 
a  special  interest  in  the  Fifth  Army  not 
only  because  the  Fifth  Army  services  13 
of  the  Middle  Western  States,  almost 
twice  as  many  States  as  are  served  by 
any  of  our  other  armies,  but  also  because 
of  a  personal  interest,  because  my  Chi¬ 
cago  congressional  offices  are  with  the 
Fifth  Army  Headquarters. 

I  note  in  the  report  that  the  First 
Army,  which  covers  8  Eastern  States, 
gets  1.2  percent  of  the  program;  the 
Second  Army,  which  serves  7  states,  in¬ 
cluding  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio,  gets  1 
percent;  that  the  Third  Army,  which 
services  7  Southern  States,  including  the 
great  State  of  Georgia  and  the  great 
State  of  South  Carolina  and  other  great 
States  in  that  region,  gets  3.3  percent; 
the  Fourth  Army,  which  serves  5  States, 
including  the  great  State  of  Texas,  gets 
6.4  percent;  the  Fifth  Army,  servicing 
13  States,  13  big  States  in  the  Middle 
West  and  West,  gets  0.9  percent — less 
than  1  percent.  The  Sixth  Army,  serv¬ 
ing  8  Western  States,  gets  2.7  percent. 
At  the  bottom  of  the  list  is  the  Fifth 
Army,  servicing  13  great  Middle  Western 
States,  including  Colorado,  Illinois,  In¬ 
diana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Michigan,  Minne¬ 
sota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota, 
and  South  Dakota.  I  wonder  why  it  is 
that  the  Fifth  Army  always  comes  out 
at  the  bottom  of  the  list. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  the  distinguished  chairman. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  think  that  is  a  very 
high  compliment  to  the  Fifth  Army  area. 
It  shows  that  in  this  great  section  of  the 
Republic,  in  the  States  of  Colorado,  Il¬ 
linois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Michigan, 
Minnesota,  Missouri,  Nebraska,  North 


Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Wisconsin,  and 
Wyoming,  that  climatic  and  other  con¬ 
ditions  are  such  and  the  management 
by  the  commanding  officers  is  of  such 
a  high  efficiency  that  there  is  no  need 
for  as  much  repair  of  installations,  and 
there  is  no  military  necessity  for  build¬ 
ing  any  new  installations.  This  bill  is 
not  written  on  geographical  considera¬ 
tions.  It  is  written  on  military  needs 
and  requirements.  So  I  say  it  is  a  com¬ 
pliment  to  that  great  section  that  it  is 
not  calling  upon  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States  for  money  to  maintain  its 
magnificent  installations,  because  they 
do  not  need  to  be  cared  for  by  direct  ap¬ 
propriation  this  year. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Illinois.  From  the 
bottom  of  my  heart  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman.  He  replied  exactly  as 
I  thought  he  would  and  has  made  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  me,  when  I  return  to  the  head¬ 
quarters  of  the  Fifth  Army,  to  tell  them 
that  I  am  bringing  from  the  great  chair¬ 
man  of  this  great  committee  the  word 
that  the  Fifth  Army  is  tops. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Exactly,  it  is  tops. 

SCOTT  AIR  FORCE  BASE 

(Mr.  PRICE  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at  this 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  PRICE.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  St. 
Clair  County,  Ill.,  some  34  years  ago, 
one  of  the  major  installations  of  today’s 
Air  Force,  Scott  Air  Force  Base,  had 
its  beginning  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
Army’s  first  air  arm.  Records  indicate 
that  the  site  for  a  mammoth  aviation 
school  was  chosen  by  Congress  on  June 
14,  1917,  and  construction  began  several 
weeks  later. 

Following  the  usual  procedure  of  nam- ; 
ing  aviation  fields  in  honor  of  American 
flyers  who  had  distinguished  themselves, 
the  new  school  was  named  for  Corp. 
Frank  S.  Scott.  Scott  had  lost  his  life 
several  years  earlier  on  an  experimental 
■  flight  at  College  Park,  Md.  He  is  be¬ 
lieved  to  have  been  the  first  enlisted  man 
to  die  as  the  result  of  an  air  accident. 

Although  Scott  Field,  as  it  was  origi¬ 
nally  called,  was  a  vital  factor  in  the 
winning  of  World  War  I,  it  was  not  until 
June  25,  1919,  that  the  Government  ac¬ 
tually  purchased  the  property  at  a  cost 
of  $119,285.  It  occupies  2,761  acres  of 
land  in  St.  Clair  County. 

During  the  twenties  and  early  thirties, 
Scott  became  the  Army’s  center  of  light- 
er-than-air  flying.  Tn  1921  construction 
began  on  an  airship  hangar  which  was 
to  be  the  second  largest  structure  of  its 
kind  in  the  world.  For  18  years  it  was 
a  middle-western  landmark,  the  symbol 
of  a  great  base,  guided  for  many  years 
by  Col.  John  A.  Paegelow,  one  of  the 
world’s  authorities  on  lighter-than-air 
craft. 

The  year  1939  spelled  the  end  of  the 
lighter-than-air  era.  The  dirigible 
hangar  was  razed  and  replaced  by  a  more 
modern  airplane  hangar.  The  acreage 
was  increased  considerably  when  two  new 
areas  housing  the  parent  radio  school 
of  the  Air  Corps  were  incorporated. 
During  the  period  1939  to  1947  this  base 
expanded  its  technical  training  facilities 
and  functions,  for  the  primary  purpose 
of  furnishing  skilled  operating  personnel 
for  military  service,  and  played  an  im¬ 
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portant  part  in  the  successful  conclusion 
of  World  War  H. 

In  1947  the  Technical  Division  of  the 
Air  Training  Command  moved  its  head¬ 
quarters  to  Scott  Air  Force  Base  from 
St.  Louis  and  in  1949  the  Air  Training 
Command,  consolidating  its  divisions,  es¬ 
tablished  new  headquarters  here.  In 
1951  the  command  again  decentralized 
its  activities  into  air  forces,  one  spe¬ 
cializing  in  technical  and  the  other  in 
flying  training.  In  early  1952  a  crew¬ 
training  air  force  was  organized. 

In  order  to  consolidate  flying  training 
and  technical  training  activities  into  a 
single-unit  organization,  resulting  from 
development  of  more  complex  aircraft, 
the  headquarters  of  Air  Training  Com¬ 
mand  in  the  fall  of  1957  moved  to  Ran¬ 
dolph  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.  Concur¬ 
rently,  the  headquarters  of  Military  Air 
Transport  Service  Headquarters  was 
transferred  to  Scott  Air  Force  Base  from 
Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Prince  Georges  County,  Md, 

This  move  was  made  in  order  to  ef¬ 
fectuate  a  more  efficient  and  centralized 
location  for  the  worldwide  operations  of 
the  Military  Air  Transport  Service.  The 
release  of  facilities  at  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base  permitted  the  transfer  of  head¬ 
quarters  Air  Research  and  Development 
Command,  formerly  located  in  scattered 
and  rented  buildings  in  the  city  of  Balti¬ 
more,  Md;,  to  establish  their  consoli¬ 
dated  headquarters  in  permanent  build¬ 
ings  at  this  location  at  minimum  cost 
and  disruption  of  activities.  This  loca¬ 
tion  is  also  advantageous  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  in  that  it  permits  constant  liaison 
to  be  maintained  with  all  branches  of 
the  military  services  in  the  Washington 
area. 

The  joint  users  of  Scott  Air  Force 
Base  include  Air  Defense  Command,  Air 
Training  Command,  Continental  Air 
Command,  and  the  headquarters  of 
Military  Air  Transport  Service. 

The  transfer  and  establishment  of  the 
organizational  functions  of  MATS  head¬ 
quarters  at  this  location  was  quickly  and 
economically  effected  with  minimum  dis¬ 
ruption  to  operational  command  activi-— 
.  ties. 

Existing  facilities  to  accommodate  this 
movement  were  found  to  be  satisfactory 
and  minimum  expenditures  of  funds  in 
future  years  are  anticipated.  Approxi¬ 
mately  3,000  military  personnel  are  per¬ 
manently  assigned  here  with  2,500  addi¬ 
tional  civilians  employed  for  a  total 
strength  of  5,500  persons. 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Trans¬ 
port  Service  is  to  provide,  first,  airlift 
required  in  support  of  approved  joint 
war  plans;  second,  scheduled  airlift  for 
the  Department  of  Defense  within  the 
continental  United  States  between  the 
continental  United  States  and  overseas 
areas,  and  between  and  within  overseas 
areas  as  directed  by  higher  authority; 
third,  worldwide  air  transport,  air 
weather,  airways  and  air  communica¬ 
tions,  and  air  rescue  service  systems; 
fourth,  flight  service  within  the  zone  of 
interior;  fifth,  organization  and  training 
of  air ''  resupply  and  communications 
services;  sixth,  supervision  and  control 
and  maintenance  of  primary  facilities 
for  performing  its  assigned  mission;  and 
seventh,  theater  jurisdiction  in  overseas 
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areas  where  MATS  units  are  stationed 
but  which  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  theater  commander.  ' 

Belleville,  Ill.,  6  miles  west  of  Scott 
Air  Force  Base,  is  the  seat  of  govern¬ 
ment  of  St.  Clair  County.  It  was  settled 
in  1806,  established  in  1814,  and  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  1819. 

The  center  of  a  vast  farming  area,  it 
is  also  the  stove  manufacturing  capital 
of  the  United  States.  In  addition,  there 
are  unlimited  supplies  of  bituminous 
coal  and  high-grade  limestone. 

The  population  of  Belleville  is  esti¬ 
mated  around  40,000,  occupying  an  area 
of  6.5  square  miles.  The  mean  annual 
temperature  is  56.3  with  an  average  an¬ 
nual  rainfall  of  37.2  inches.  The  hu¬ 
midity  maintains  an  annual  average  of 
0.70  and  the  prevailing  winds  are  south. 
The  city  is  420  to  630  feet  above  sea 
level. 

The  city  has  a  first-class  hotel,  numer¬ 
ous  tourist  homes,  and  tourist  courts. 
It  has  a  modern  hospital,  two  homes  for 
aged,  a  good  nursing  home,  and  an  or¬ 
phanage  maintained  by  the  Catholic 
diocese  of  Belleville. 

There  are  4  large  theaters  and  1 
drive-in,  a  26-acre  municipal  park,  and 
3  golf  courses. 

Churches  of  every  major  faith  wel¬ 
come  Scott  personnel  and  many  main¬ 
tain  service  centers. 

There  are  2  daily  newspapers  and  1 
radio  station. 

East  St.  Louis  which  joins  Belleville 
on  the  west,  has  an  estimated  popula¬ 
tion  of  nearly  100,000.  It  boasts  several 
good  motels  and  a  modern  hotel,  parks, 
and  golf  courses.  It  is  one  of  the  largest 
livestock  centers  in  the  world. 

There  are  two  major  hospitals  in  East 
St.  Louis,  with  a  tuberculosis  sanitarium 
close  by.  It  is  the  home  of  Parks  Col¬ 
lege  of  St.  Louis  University,  one  of  the 
few  institutions  in  the  United  States 
offering  a  college  degree  in  various 
phases  of  aeronautics. 

St.  Louis,  Mo.,  hub  of  most  of  the 
activities  of  this  area,  is  a  center  of  a 
population  of  close  to  2  million.  The 
second  largest  railroad  center  in  the 
United  States,  it  is  also  served  by  all 
major  airlines.  . 

It  is  the  shoe  and  beer  manufacturing 
center  of  the  United  States  and  the 
home  of  the  famous  Washington  Uni¬ 
versity  Medical  Center  and  St.  Louis 
University  Medical  School.  It  is  the 
world’s  largest  raw  fur  market,  the  cen¬ 
ter  of  a  large  chemical  industry,  and 
along  with  its  sister  city,  the  center  of 
a  meatpacking  industry  rivaled  only  by 
Chicago. 

Back  in  Illinois,  several  small  com¬ 
munities  lie  within  a  10-mile  radius  of 
Scott  Air  Force  Base.  Many  officers, 
aii-men,  and  civilian  personnel  of  Scott 
reside  in  Lebanon,  O’Fallon,  and  Mas- 
coutah,  as  well  as  in  other  outlying  com¬ 
munities.  Lebanon  is  the  home  of 
McKendree  College,  over  100  years  old, 
and  boasts  a  country  club  with  swim¬ 
ming  pool  and  golf  course.  Many  Scott, 
personnel  are  active  members  of  this 
club. 

The  Air  Force  has  invested  $58  million 
in  this  installation  to  date,  with  an  addi¬ 
tional  expenditure  of  $693,000  planned 


for  construction  under  authorization  be¬ 
ing  pi-ovided  by  this  fiscal  year  1959  con¬ 
struction  authorization  bill. 

Additional  investments  in  future  years 
are  planned  by  the  Air  Force  to  expand 
and  improve  the  facilities  at  this  im¬ 
portant  Air  Force  Base. 

Mr.  BOLAND.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
now  before  the  House  which  would  au¬ 
thorize  1959  fiscal  year  military  and 
naval  construction  contains  two  items 
which  I  have  been  supporting  for  some 
time.  The  first  is  an  authorization  for 
the  construction  of  310  Capehart  hous¬ 
ing  units  at  Westover  Air  Force  Base, 
Chicopee  Falls,  Mass.,  at  a  cost  of  $1,- 
345,000  and  the  second  authorizes  the 
construction  of  a  National  Guard 
Armory  at  Agawam,  Mass.,  at  a  cost  of 
$170,000. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Westover  Air  Force 
Base  is  the  headquarters  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command’s  Eighth  Air  Force.  Since 
the  Atlantic  Division  of  the  Military  Air 
Transport  Service  vacated  Westover 
Field  in  1955  and  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand  took  over  command  of  the  facility, 
there  has  been  a  tremendous  increase  in 
the  number  of  military  personnel  as¬ 
signed  to  the  base.  Naturally,  military 
families  have  found  difficulty  in  obtain¬ 
ing  housing  in  off-base  communities 
close  enough  so  that  there  would  be  no 
great  travel  time  lag  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency.  The  military  commanders 
at  the  base  were  concerned  over  key  per¬ 
sonnel  such  as  pilots  and  engineers  liv¬ 
ing  at  great  distances  from  their  air¬ 
craft.  As  we  all  know,  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  is  still  our  first  line  of  defense 
and  SAC  planes  and  crews  are  on  a  24- 
hour  a  day  alert.  The  late  Brig.  Gen. 
Donald  W.  Saunders,  who  commanded 
the  57th  Air  Division  at  Westover  until 
he  was  killed  in  the  tragic  take-off  crash 
of  a  jet  tanker  on  June  27,  had  expressed 
his  concern  to  me  about  the  need  of 
more  on-base  housing  for  his  military 
personnel.  I  am  quite  pleased  to  know 
that  this  legislation  contains  an  author¬ 
ization  item  for  310  housing  units  at 
Westover.  Construction  of  these  units 
will  start  in  the  fall.  The  Strategic  Air- 
Command  has  already  asked  for  370  ad¬ 
ditional  Capehart  units  for  Westover, 
and  this  request  has  been  approved  by 
Air  Force  Headquarters.  It  is  my  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  has  deferred  action  on  the  370 
additional  units  until  such  time  as  con¬ 
struction  is  well  underway  on  the  310 
units  contained  in  this  bill.  Authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  370  additional  units  will 
have  to  come  through  in  subsequent  au¬ 
thorization  legislation. 

Because  of  General  Saunders  keen 
interest  in  these  310  housing  units  for 
his  officers  and  men  at  Westover,  I  think 
it  was  most  fitting  and  proper  that  West- 
over  Air  Force  Base  officials  have  de¬ 
cided  to  name  the  new  housing  project 
Saunders  Knoll  out  of  respect  for  the 
memeory  of  the  late  General  Saunders. 

Mr.  Chairman,  under  leave  to  extend 
my  remarks,  I  would  like  to  include  the 
following  news  story  from  the  Spring- 
field  Daily  News  on  July  3,  announcing 
the  naming  of  the  housing  project  as 
Saunders  Knoll: 


Saunders  Knoi.l  To  Be  Name  of  New  Hous¬ 
ing  on  Base — First  Section  of  Project  To 

Be  Memorial  to  Commander  of  57th  Air 

Division  Killed  in  Crash 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  July  3. — Brig. 
Gen.  Donald  W.  Saunders,  commander  of  the 
57th  Air  Division,  who  was  killed  last  Fri¬ 
day  in  the  crash  of  the  KC-135  Stratotanker 
here,  will  be  memoralized  when  the  first  por¬ 
tion  of  the  new  Capehart  housing  project  is 
constructed  on  this  Strategic  Air  Command 
base. 

Base  officials  today  announced  that  the 
Initial  part  of  the  310-unit  housing  project 
will  be  named  Saunders  Knoll  In  honor  of  the 
57th  Air  Division  commander. 

One  of  the  other  portions  of  the  huge 
housing  project  will  be  named  in  honor  of 
1  of  the  2  sergeants  who  were  killed  aboard 
the  same  plane. 

General  Saunders  was  the  aircraft  com¬ 
mander  of  the  number  three  craft  “Cocoa” 
in  the  ill-fated  flight.  All  15  occupants  of 
the  plane,  including  the  crew  of  7,  6  news¬ 
men  and  2  aeronautical  officials  lost  their 
lives  when  the  plane  failed  to  gain  altitude 
and  hit  high  tension  lines  and  then  crashed 
into  a  cornfield  nearly  a  mile  from  the 
end  of  the  Westover  runway. 

General  Saunders,  45,  had  been  commander 
of  the  57th  Air  Division  at  Westover  since 
September  24,  1956. 

Mr.  HENDERSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
bill  before  the  House  authorizes  an  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $135,000  for  an  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  Armory  in  Caldwell,  Ohio. 
Caldwell  is  the  county  seat  of  Noble 
County  in  the  15th  district  of  Ohio, 
which  I  have  the  honor  to  represent. 

I  should  like  to  call  the  importance  of 
this  measure  to  the  attention  of  the 
Members  of  the  House  for  indeed  it  is  an 
important  item. 

For  many  years  Caldwell  had  no  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  unit.  From  time  to  time 
interest  was  displayed  only  to  subside 
because  of  the  seeming  impossibility  of 
obtaining  training  facilities.  Recently 
local  interest  has  been  increasing  and  a 
National  Guard  unit  was  formed  which 
has  trained  and  performed  admirably. 
Its  presence  has  been  a  source  of  pride 
to  the  community  and  is  providing  our 
State  and  our  Nation  with  an  important 
arm  of  defense.  We  will  make  no  mis¬ 
take  in  providing  this  authorization. 
We  would  make  grave  errors  if  we  should 
fail  to  authorize  it.  The  Adjutant  Gen¬ 
eral  of  Ohio  has  approved  this  installa¬ 
tion,  and  the  matching  funds  are  avail¬ 
able.  The  National  Guard  Bureau  has 
also  approved  the  facility  and  requested 
it  be  given  priority. 

The  National  Guard  program  will  be 
further  strengthened  by  this  installation 
in  Caldwell,  Ohio.  I  urge  its  approval. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Mason]. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
not  asked  for  any  time  and  I  desire  no 
time. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  further  requests  for  time. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Clerk  will  read 
the  bill  for  amendment 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

TITLE  i 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per- 
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manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  for  the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Technical  Services  Facilities 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Md.:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Mich.:  Administrative 
facilities,  $5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.:  Administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Ill.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  N.  Mex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  research, 
development  and  test  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Va.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 
(Chemical  Corps) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Md.:Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Md.:  Troop  housing, 
$1,795,000. 

v  (Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $9,098,000. 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  May  Service,  Md.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Va.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colo.:  Troop 
housing,  $862,000. 

Field  Forces  Facilities 
(First  Army  area) 

Fort  Devens,  Mass.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  N.  J.:  Troop  housing  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.:  Hospital  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  real  estate,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Ky.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Md.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $498,000. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Md.:  Supply  facilities,  $43,000, 

(Third  Army  area) 

Fort  Benning,  Ga. :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  family  housing,  $3,454,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  N.  C.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$762,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Ky. :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $847,- 
000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Ala.:  Operational  and 
training. 

Fort  Rucker,  Ala.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,406,000. 

(Fourth  Army  area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Tex.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,000. 

Fort  Hood,  Tex.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  faculties,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $4,258,000, 


Fort  Sill,  Okla.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,227,000, 
(Fifth  Army  area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Ind.:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,076,- 
000. 

Fort  Riley,  Kans. :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  area) 

Bay  wood  Park,  Calif.:  Real  estate,  $144,000. 

Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nev. :  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,892,- 
000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Wash.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  Calif.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Ariz.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $173,000. 

(Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West 
Point,  N.  Y.:  Troop  housing,  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  and  community  facilities,  $5,844,000. 

(Armed  Forces  special  weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  installations  support  facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$6,311,000. 

Outside  continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  area) 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Reseach  area:  Real 
estate,  $7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  area) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  T.  H.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  T.  H.:  Troop  housing, 
$593,000. 

Fort  Shafter,  T.  H. :  Supply  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  faculties,  family  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $2,925,000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 

(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utlities  and  ground  improvements, 
$4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $201,121,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  Army  installations  and 
facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions, 
new  weapons  development,  new  and  unfore¬ 
seen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral 
of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the 
next  military  construction  authorization  act 
would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  na¬ 
tional  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10  million: 
Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or 
his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services,  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of 


construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken 
under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  con¬ 
struct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quar¬ 
ters  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat. 
454)  or  through  other  commodity  transac¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91 
units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174 
units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  N.  Y.,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  N.  Mex.,  200 
units. 

Fort  Monmouth,  N.  J„  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Va.,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Mass.,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Va.,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  Calif.,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Tex.,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  N.  Y.,  130  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Ky.,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  HI.,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Ala.,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Ga.,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  410  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Tex.,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  349  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Mo.,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kahs.,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Ill.,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  Calif.,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  Calif.,  88  units. 

Fort  Lewis,  Wash.,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Bar¬ 
racks,  Calif.,  160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  N.  Y., 
156  units. 

Bossier  Base,  La.,  200  units. 

Fort  fcustis,  Va.,  223  units. 

Medina  Base,  Tex.,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  N.  Mex.,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  command  stations,  466 
units.  _ 

Outside  the  United  States 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  T.  H.,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  T.  H„  481  units:  Provided, 
however.  That  no  family  housing  units  shall 
be  constructed  on  Fort  DeRussy. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652) ,  as  amended,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  location: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Md., 
796  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  83d  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Continental  United  States’*  in  section  101 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Technical  Service 
Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps),”  with  respect  to 
Pueblo  Ordnance  Depot,  Colo.,  strike  out 
“$563,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$600,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended,,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$44,- 
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407,000”  and  “$134,075,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  "$134,112,- 
000,”  respectively. 

Sec.  106  (a)  Public  Law  534,  83d  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Continental  United  States”  in  section  101, 
as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Transportation  Corps) 
with  respect  to  Point-Aux-Pins  Ammunition 
Terminal,  Alabama-Mississippi,  strike  out 
“Point-Aux-Pins  Area  Ammunition  Terminal, 
Alabama-Mississippi :  Ammunition  loading 
terminal,  including  acquisition  of  land,  $26,- 
951,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “Point- 
Aux-Pins  Area  Ammunition  Storage  Depot 
and  Terminal,  Alabama-Mississippi:  Ammu¬ 
nition  storage  depot  and  ammunition  loading 
terminal,  including  acquisition  of  land, 
$44,168,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$131,- 
906,000”  and  “$238,870,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$149,123,000”  and  “$256,087,- 
000,”  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps),”  with 
respect  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  strike  out 
“$2,865,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$4,180,000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps),”  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Monmouth,  N.  J.,  strike  out 
“$615,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$731,- 
000”;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill  Farms 
Station,  Va.,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  "$1,022,000.” 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers),” 
with  respect  to  Granite  City  Engineer  Depot, 
Illinois,  strike  out  “$1,822,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,815,000.” 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Medical  Corps),”  with 
respect  to  Walter  Reed  Army  Medical  Center, 
D.  C.,  strike  out  “$4,472,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$6,714,000.” 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Second  Army  Area) ,”  with  respect 
to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Md.,  strike  out 
“$923,000”  and  insert  in  “place  thereof 
“$1,264,000.” 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fourth  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,965,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  strike  out 
“$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$3,454,000.” 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Sixth  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Ord,  Calif.,  strike  out  “$1,407,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  "$1,742,000.” 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Military  Academy),”  with  respect 
to  the  United  States  Military  Academy,  New 
York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,171,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$237,- 
320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,192,- 
000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps),”  with 
respect  to  White  Sands  Proving  Ground, 
N.  Mex.,  strike  out  “$693,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$735,000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Chemical  Corps),”  with 


respect  to  Camp  Detrick,  Md.,  strike  out 
“$913,000“  and  Insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
074,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway  Prov¬ 
ing  Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,044,000.” 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps) ,”  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.,  strike  out 
“$6,856,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$7,576,000.” 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 

Services  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers),” 
with  respect  to  Fort  Belvoir,  Va.,  strike  out 
“$492,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$940,000.”  1 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Transportation  Corps) ,” 
with  respect  to  Fort  Eustis,  Va.,  strike  out 
“$1,231,000”  and  Insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,436,000.” 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (First  Army  Area) ,”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Dix,  N.  J.,  strike  out  “$54,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000.” 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  "Field  Forges 
Facilities  (Second  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Md.,  strike  out 
“$5,885,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$7,695,000.” 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Third  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Benning,  Ga.,  strike  out  "$422,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$616,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Ala.,  strike 
out  "$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$527,000.” 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fourth  Army  Area) ,”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Hood,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$2,457,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,846,000.” 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fifth  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Riley,  Kans.,  strike  out  “$1,519,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000.” 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Sixth  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Lewis,  Wash.,  strike  out  “$3,022,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,596,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  Calif.,  strike  out 
“$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$319,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  968r  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  101, 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “(Alaskan  Area),” 
with  respect  to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai) , 
strike  out  “$352,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$516,000.” 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$95,- 
010,000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and  “$334,104,000”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  "$100,343,000”, 
“$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  109.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th 
Congress,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  101 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “Technical  Serv¬ 
ices  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers) ,”  with 
respect  to  Cold  Regions  Laboratory,  Han¬ 
over,  N.  H„  strike  out  “$2,496,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$3,787,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Congress,  Is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$115,624,000”  and 
“$293,103,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000.” 

Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  enter  into  a  con¬ 
tract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas,  and  convey 
a  clear  title  by  quitclaim  deed  all  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States  in 
and  to  said  depot,  to  any  legal  person  or 
group,  except  Government  agencies  or  de¬ 
partments,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be  in  the 


public  interest.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  directed  to  act  as  follows: 

(1)  The  depot  shall  be  moved  to,  and 
integrated  with,  the  ammunition  outloading 
terminal  previously  authorized  for  construc¬ 
tion  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala.,  and,  notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provisions  of  this  or  any 
other  act,  the  authority  contained  in  the 
act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  536),  for  the 
acquisition  of  land  and  initiation  of  con¬ 
struction  for  the  Point-Aux-Pins  facility 
shall  continue  in  effect  until  specifically 
superseded,  modified,  or  repealed. 

(2)  The  sale  of  the  San  Jacinto  Depot 
property  shall  be  offered  by  the  Chief  of 
Engineers,  United  States  Army,  on  behalf  of 
and  under  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  within  18  months  from  the 
date  of  this  act.  No  part  of  the  land  herein 
shall  be  sold,  transferred,  or  occupied,  by 
virtue  of  this  transaction,  by  any  Govern¬ 
ment  agency  or  department. 

(3)  A  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale 
of  the  San  Jacinto  Depot  shall  be  consum¬ 
mated  as  expeditiously  as  possible  there¬ 
after  and  on  such  terms  as  are  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  United  States :  Provided, 
That  if  the  property  is  to  be  conveyed  under 
any  terms  by  which  the  purchase  price  is 
not  paid  in  full  simultaneously  with  the 
signing  of  the  contract,  title  shall  remain 
in  the  United  States  until  full  payment  is 
made  but  there  shall  be  no  penalty  or 
charges  made  for  deferred  payments. 

(4)  All  proceeds  from  the  sale  shall  be 
available  to  administer  the  provisions  Of  this 
section  and  to  pay  any  and  all  expenses, 
including  land  acquisition,  in  connection 
with  the  relocation,  exchange,  or  sale  of  the 
San  Jacinto  Depot  or  the  establishment  of 
a  fully  integrated  depot  at  Point-Aux-Pins, 
Ala.,  or  all  proceeds  deposited  into  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  for  obligation 
by  the  Army. 

(5)  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  such  sums  as  may  be  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  and  the  monetary 
limitation  imposed  by  section  502  hereof 
shall  not  be  inclusive  of  any  funds  required 
for  or  in  connection  with  the  San  Jacinto 
Depot  relocation. 

Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  to  the  contrary  the  United  States  may 
retain  possession  of  the  San  Jacinto  depot 
or  any  part  thereof  until  such  time  as  facili¬ 
ties  are  substantially  completed  and  available 
for  use  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala. 

title  n 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  for  the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Shipyard  Facilities 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  N.  J. :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  S.  C. :  Drydock, 
$10  million. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  Calif.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $6  million :  Pro¬ 
vided,  however.  That  no  more  than  $500,000 
of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for  protective 
works  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  de¬ 
termines  in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  ac¬ 
tion  has  been  taken  or  arrangements  made 
to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  shipyard. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Conn..: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  Calif.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

Fleet  Base  Facilities 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  R.  I. :  Troop  hous¬ 
ing  and  community  facilities,  $1,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Va.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $2,546,000. 
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Aviation  Facilities 
(Naval  air  training  stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville, 
Tex.:  Troop  housing,  $1,041,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Miss.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  med¬ 
ical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Fla. :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  util¬ 
ities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real 
estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  support  air  stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  Calif.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Fla.:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows 
Landing,  Calif. :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nev.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress, 
Va. :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point, 
N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,215,- 
000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport, 
Fla. :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San  Diego, 
Calif.:  Operational  facilities  and  real  estate, 
$7  million. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field, 
Fla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

(Marine  Corps  air  stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beau¬ 
fort,  S.  C. :  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  real  estate,  $4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,003,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$2,158,000. 

(Special  purpose  air  stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Md.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities  at  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Md.,  $17,666,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  development 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop 
housing  (including  operational  and  training 
facilities  and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas 
Island;  and  maintenance  facilities,  research, 
development  and  test  facilities,  supply  fa-' 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements  at  Camp  Cooke) ,  $13,- 
841,000. 

Supply  Facilities 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  R.  I.:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Va.:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  Calif.:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  $146,000. 


Marine  Corps  Facilities 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island, 

S.  C.:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Va.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego, 
Calif.:  Utilities,  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms, 
Calif.:  Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 

Ordnance  Facilities 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Wash.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake, 
Calif.:  Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  Calif.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  Calif.: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$510,000. 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Va.: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham, 
Mass.:  Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak, 
Md.:  Research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  $601,000. 

Service  School  Facilities 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Md.:  Troop 
housing,  $14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam 
Neck,  Va.:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia:  Operational  facilities,  $650,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  HI.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,- 
368,000. 

Naval  War  College,  Newport,  R.  I.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Va.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

'  Medical  Facilities 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda, 
Md.:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $8,- 
503,000. 

Communication  Facilities 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County, 
Maine:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $38,- 
654,000. 

Office  of  Naval  Research  Facilities 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
Shipyard  Facilities 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu, 

T.  H. :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$159,000. 

Aviation  Facilities 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $4,414,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West 
Indies:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  T.  H.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply 
facilities,  $165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  P.  R.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 

Supply  Facilities 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands:  Supply  facilities,  $3,060,000. 
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Communication  Facilities 

Naval  Communication  Unit  No.  3,  Asmara, 
Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$219,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Mo¬ 
rocco:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$519,000. 

Yards  and  Docks  Facilities 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay, 
Cuba:  Utilities,  $890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  naval  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in 
the  total  amount  of  $75,301,000. 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  naval  installations  and 
facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unfore¬ 
seen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral 
of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the 
next  military  construction  authorization  act 
would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  na¬ 
tional  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000: 
Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or 
his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of 
construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken 
under  this  section,  including  those  real-estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to 
construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  and  community  facilities  at  the 
following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or 
through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units, 
and  community  facilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco, 
330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  N.  C., 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  N.  C.,  27 
units. 

Naval  Facility,.  Centerville,  Calif.,  24  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
N.  C.,  849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oreg.,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Hi., 
425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.,  800 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Mass.,  19  units. 
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Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Conn., 
500  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Wash.,  30 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  Calif.,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Wash., 
550  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility, 
White  Sands  Proving  Grounds,  N.  Mex.,  51 
units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu, 
T.  H„  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters, 
Camp  H.  M.  Smith,  Oahu,  T.  H.,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands, 
220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay, 
Oahu,  T.  H.,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  T.  H.,  80 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  T.  H., 
650  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Fla.,  96  units. 

Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Md., 
385  units. 

Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Fla., 
392  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  82d  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
•'Continental  United  States”  in  section  201 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  ‘‘medical  facilities,” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk, 
Va.,  area,  strike  out  “$12,815,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$13,979,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  82d  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$139,- 
143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and  inserting  re¬ 
spectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307,000”,  and 
“$268,091,000.” 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  83d  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
section  202,  "$70,656,000”,  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$72,785,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$70,- 
656,000”,  and  "$210,704,000”  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000”, 
and  “$212,833,000.” 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Marine  Corps 
Facilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps 
Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif.,  strike  out 
“$648,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$778,- 
000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “Ordnance  Fa¬ 
cilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Under¬ 
water  Ordnance  Station,  Newport,  R.  I., 
strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$411,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Outside  Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “Aviation  Facilities,” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana, 
Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  by  striking  out 
“$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Station,  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking 
out  “$8,589,800”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$9,089,800.” 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
— amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 

clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$308,- 
463,600”,  “$108,365,300,”  and  “$575,592,300” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 


"$308,634,600”,  "$111,403,300,”  and  "$578,801- 
300.” 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  "Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Fleet  Base  Fa¬ 
cilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Newport,  R.  I.,  strike  out  “$11,672,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,601,000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “Aviation  Fa¬ 
cilities  (Naval  Air  Training  Stations) ,”  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Chase  Field,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$2,247,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000”;  and  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Meridian,  Miss.,  strike  out  “$8,231,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$9,141,000.” 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “Aviation  Fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations),”  with 
respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
Cherry  Point,  N.  C.,  strike  out  “$170,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000.” 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “Service  School 
Facilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  De¬ 
fense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Va.,  strike 
out  “$237,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$300,000,”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Ill.,  strike 
out  "$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$10,613,000.” 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “Medical  Fa¬ 
cilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital, 
Great  Lakes,  Ill.,  strike  out  “$12,730,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,754,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  sec¬ 
tion  203  “$85,939,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$86,711,000.” 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$303,- 
453,000,”  “$85,939,000,”  and  “$451,393,000” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$312,004,000,”  “$86,711,000,”  and  “$460,716,- 
000.” 

Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Aviation  Facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) ,”  with  respect 
to  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point 
Mugu,  Calif.,  insert  before  “$7,669,000”  the 
words  "and  land  acquisition.” 

title  in 

Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  vor  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Air  Defense  Command 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minn.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vt.: 
Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Mont.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainten¬ 
ance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  fa¬ 
cilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
N.  Dak.:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette, 
Mich.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oreg.: 
Community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte 
Marie,  Mich.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
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ties,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,- 
948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Wash.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  N.  Dak.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Mass. :  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,- 
689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  Calif.: 
Medical  facilities,  $122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Mo.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facihties,  and  real  estate,  $2,- 
799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens, 
Mich.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,- 
000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhamp- 
ton  Beach,  N.  Y.:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wis.:  Troop  housing, 
and  ground  Improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City.  Fla.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainten¬ 
ance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Mich.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,696,000. 

Air  Materiel  Command 

Brookley  Ar  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Ala.:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$975,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  N.  Y.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.: 
Utilities,  $157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pa.: 
Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  med¬ 
ical  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,560,000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tenn.: 
Administrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino, 
Calif.:  Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pa.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Ga.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City, 
Okla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  Calif.:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Fla.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo, 
N.  Mex.:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa- 
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ciUties,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kir tl and  Air  Force  .  Base,  Albuquerque,  • 
N.  Mex.:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford, 
Mass.:  Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $2,884,000. 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities,  and  ground  improvements,  $12  mil¬ 
lion. 

Air  Training  Command 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base'’" Austin,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Bantoul,  Ill.: 
Troop  housing,  $640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selmd,  Ala.:  Troop 
housing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville, 
Miss.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Tex.: 
Troop  housing,  $750,000. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colo.,  or 
alternate  location:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$5  mllion. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Ariz.:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kans.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nev.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Tex.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $319,000. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Tex.:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls, 
Tex.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nev.:  Supply 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $571,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Okla.:.  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Ariz,: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,361,000. 

Continental  Air  Command 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.: 
Troop  housing,  $1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilming¬ 
ton.  Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,589,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Ga.: 
Utilities,  $172,000. 

Headquarters  Command 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Md.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 


Military  Air  Transport  Service 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  S.  C.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Del.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,874,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown, 
N.  J.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Ill.:  Troop 
housing,  $423,000. 

Strategic  Air  Command 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Okla.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  La.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $4,280,000. 

Beale  Air  Foroe  Base,  Marysville,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  fa¬ 
cilities,  administrative  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,868,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Tex.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,080,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville, 
Ark. :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick, 
Maine:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Ind.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$7,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $2,257,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $4,578,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton, 
Okla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,734,- 
000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus, 
Miss.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,939,000. 

Davis-Mouthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson, 
Ariz.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Tex.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  S. 
Dak.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $3,241,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Wash.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kans.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,703,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead, 
Fla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $1,489,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Ga.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles, 
La.:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
supply  facilities,  $3,401,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Wash.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,795,000. 
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Laughlin ’Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebr.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Ark.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and.  utilities,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus, 
Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $3,577,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Mont.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  utilities,  and  rdkl  estate,  $3,344,- 
000.  - 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,137,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain 
Home,  Idaho:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $1,039,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebr.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  N.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh, 
N.  Y.:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$208,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wis.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kans.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  N.  Mex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,431,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls, 
Mass.:  Troop  housing,  and  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  $1,345,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster, 
Mo.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$5,185,000. 

Tactical  Air  Command 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  Calif.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Va.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  4ir  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach, 
S.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tenn.: 
Troop  housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Golds¬ 
boro,  N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $4,858,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  S.  C.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Ga.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  es¬ 
tate,  $5,474,000. 
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Special  Facilities 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $563,000. 

Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  es¬ 
tate,  $163,066,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 
Air  Materiel  Command 
Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $696,000. 

Alaskan  Air  Command 
Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $710,000. 

,King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and 
real  estate,  $24,986,000. 

Caribbean  Air  Command 
Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

Military  Air  Transport  Service 
Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,347,000. 

Pacific  Air  Forces 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $15,688,000. 

Strategic  Air  Command 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,508,000. 

Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,- 
431,000. 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $19,- 
952,000. 

Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,- 
135,000. 

Special  Facilities 

various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $315,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  classified  military 
installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic, 
strategic,  and  defense  missiles  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or 
installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prep¬ 
aration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment  in  the  total  amount  of  $287,500,000. 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  of  develop  Air  Force  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  con¬ 
struction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 


Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments, 
new  and  unforeseen  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction 
for  Inclusion  in  the  next  military  construc¬ 
tion  authorization  act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $10  million:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  imme¬ 
diately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  im¬ 
plement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any 
public  work  undertaken  under  this  section, 
including  those  real  estate  actions  pertain¬ 
ing  thereto. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quar¬ 
ters  and  community  facilities  at  the  follow¬ 
ing  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assist¬ 
ance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454),  or  through 
other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation : 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300 
units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-Torrejon  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and 
community  facilities. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
50  units. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
190  units. 

Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  93  units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  83  units. 

Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
177  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  110  units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  King¬ 
dom,  55  units,  and  community  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitehet  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  22  units. 

Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  259  units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  416  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct  fam¬ 
ily  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oreg.,  150 
units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  970  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ind.,  250  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Ill.,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536 
units. 

Clinton- Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Okla., 
50  units. 
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Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Mich.,  169  units. 
Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  S.  C.,  275  units. 
Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  525  units. 
Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Del.,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 
Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minn.,  365  units. 
Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  778  units. 
Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  S.  Dak.,  220  units. 
Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kans.,  414  units. 
Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Mich.,  169  units. 
Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Va„  154  units. 
Geiger  Field,  Wash.,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Mont.,  460  units. 
Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Dak.,  744 
units. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y„  270  units. 
Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  550  units. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Mex.,  400  units. 
James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  366 
units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Miss.,  290  units. 
Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Mich.,  475  units. 
K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Mich.,  595  units. 
Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Mex.,  490  units. 
Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  La.,  300  units. 
Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Va„  500  units. 
Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Wash.,  200  units. 
Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 
Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Mont.,  150 
units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  220  units. 
McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Wash.,  1,000  units. 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  540  units. 
McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Fla.,  668  units. 
McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  N.  J„  1,450  units. 
Minot  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Dak.,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270 
units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nev.,  200  units. 
Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  N.  Y.,  290 
units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebr.,  616  units. 
Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  315  units.  ' 
Pease  Air  Force  Base,  N.  H.,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114 
units. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  W|s.-,  900 
units. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Mo.,  610 
units. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Ga.,  150  units. 

Self  ridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mich.,  580  units. 
Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  500  units. 
Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235 
units. 

Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.,  300  units. 
Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.,  220 
units. 

Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  N.  Y.,  216  units. 
Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177 
units. 

Truax  Field,  Wis.,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Ga.,  200  units. 
United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado, 
300  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Okla.,  230  units. 
Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Mass.,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Mo.,  154  units. 
Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Ariz.,  150  units. 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Mich.,  618  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050 
units. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units, 
(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire  family  housing  at  the  following  loca¬ 
tions: 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.,  175  units. 
Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  600-units. 
Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.,  225  units.  - 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Ariz.,  550 
units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo.,  500 
units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Ga.,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colo.,  480  units. 
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March  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y..  628  units. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  S.  C.,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Mex.,  800  units. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio, 
2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Mass.,  strike  out  "$6,076,000,”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,522,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  "Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air 
Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,- 
508,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$15,- 
800,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$824,- 
300,000”  and  “$1,363,189,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000”  and  “$1,364,- 
927,000,”  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section 
301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Air¬ 
port,  Duluth,  Minn.,  strike  out  “$1,469,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Mass.,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  "$13,341,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out  “$1,339,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Training  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  James  Connally  Air 
Force  Base,  Waco,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$4,687,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,301,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  "Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  Great  Falls,  Mont.,  strike  out  “$1,586,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,726,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “811,- 
342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and  “$1,450,957,- 
000,”  respectively. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th 
Congress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading 
“Inside  the  United  States"  in  section  301, 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force 
Base,  Glasgow,  Mont.,  strike  out  “$2,048,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,390,- 
000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force 
Base,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  strike  out  “$1,100,- 
000”  and  Insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,- 
000.” 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base, 
Minot,  N.  Dak.,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$8,507,000.” 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Mass.,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$615,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force 
Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$899,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128  - 
000.” 

Under,  the  subheading  “Air  Training  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force 
Base,  Sherman,  Tex,,  strike  out  “$460,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force 
Base,  Shreveport,  La.,  strike  out  “$3,344,- 


000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,- 
000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base, 
Marysville,  Calif.,  strike  out  “$7,458,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  "$9,087,000." 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
Tampa,  Fla.,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,268,000.” 

(4)  with  respect  to  Portmouth  Air  Force 
Base,  Portsmouth,  N.  H.,  strike  out  “$2,344,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947,- 
000.” 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force 
Base,  Knob  Noster,  Mo.,  strike  out  “$235,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$306,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  iri  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$394,076,000”  and 
“$601,781,000"  and  inserting  in  place  there¬ 
of  “$399,755,000”  and  “$607,460,000,”  re¬ 
spectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Alert 
and  Dispersal  of  Strategic  Air  Command 
Forces”  in  section  1,  as  follows: 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force 
Base,  Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.,  strike  out  “$895,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  "$1,892,- 
000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base, 
Minot,  N.  Dak„  strike  out  “$867,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,479,000.” 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike 
out  “$4,380,000”  and  insert  in  place  there¬ 
of  “$5,479,000.” 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$969,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  85th  Congress  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the 
amount  “$549,670,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$552,657,000.” 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Acad¬ 
emy  Act,  as  amended  (68  stat.  49),  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first 
sentence  the  figure  “$135,425,000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,- 
797,000." 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the 
heading  “Research  and  Development  Com¬ 
mand”  in  title  III  of  Public  Law  161,  84th 
Congress  (69  Stat.  342),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

‘Various  locations:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  operational  facilities  (including 
not  more  than  $257,000  for  an  off-base  road¬ 
way  approximately  10  miles  in  length  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape 
Canaveral — an  auxiliary  to  Patrick  Air  Force 
Base)  $20,000,000.” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is 
effective  from  March  1,  1956. 

title  iv 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  es¬ 
tablish  or  develop  installations  and  facilities 
required  for  advanced  research  projects  and 
in  connection  therewith  may  acquire,  con¬ 
struct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  ap¬ 
purtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $50  million. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in 
detail  semiannually  to  the  President  of  the 
Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  with  respect  to  the  exercise 
of  the  authority  granted  by  this  title. 

TITLE  V 

General  provisions 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  each  military  department  may 
proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations 
and  facilities  under  this  act  without  regard 
to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  529,  40 
U.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774  (d)  and 
9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The 
authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary 
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improvements  on  land  Includes  authority 
for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  plan¬ 
ning,  and  supervision  incident  to  construc¬ 
tion.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before 
title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section 
355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40 
U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though  the  land  is 
held  temporarily.  •  The  authority  to  acquire 
real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to 
/make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  inter¬ 
ests  in  land  (including  temporary  use),  by 
gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government- 
owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  but  appropria¬ 
tions,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by 
titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$112,218,000;  outside  the  United  States, 

$8,732,000;  section  102,  $201,121,000;  section 
103,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $332,071,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  Unijed  States, 

$217,363,000;  outside  the  United  States, 

$16,384,000;  section  202,  $75,301,000;  section 
203,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $319,048,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$536,218,000;  outside  the  United  States, 

$123,654,000;  section  302,  $287,500,000;  sec¬ 
tion  303,  $10,000,000;  or  a  total  of  $957,372,- 
000. 

(4)  for  title  IV:  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  act  may,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  5  percent  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  and  by  10  percent  for 
projects  outside  the  United  States.  However, 
the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such 
title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects 
in  that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  here¬ 
tofore  provided  by  the  act  of  September  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1119),  the  act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324) ,  and  the  act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991),  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing  shall  be  available  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  family  housing  at  any  installations 
for  which  appropriated  fund  family  housing 
is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles 
I  and  III  of  this  act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made  under 
this  act  for  the  establishment  or  develop¬ 
ment  of  military  installations  and  facilities 
in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the 
carrying  out  of  this  act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General  have  agreed  upon  alternative 
methods  of  adequately  auditing  those  con¬ 
tracts;  the  President  may  exempt  those  con¬ 
tracts  from  the  requirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United 
States  under  this  act  shall  be  awarded,  in¬ 
sofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  na¬ 
tional  security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the 
award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  and  section  15  of 
the  act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551). 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  secretaries 
of  the  military  departments  shall  report 
semiannually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate 
and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded 
on  other  than  a  competitive  basis  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  mililtary  public  works  to  be  accomp¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  depart¬ 
ment  in  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  installations  and 
facilities,  and  all  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor,  that  are  contained  in  acts 
approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later 
authorization  are  repealed  except — 
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(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and 
for  appropriations  therefor  that  are  set  forth 
in  those  acts  in  the  titles  that  contain 
the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public- works 
projects  as  to  which  appropriated  funds 
have  been  obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  or  land  acquisition  in  whole  or  in  part 
before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guar¬ 
anty  for  family  housing  in  the  amount  of 
$100  million  that  is  contained  in  section  302 
of  the  act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606, 
622); 

(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and 
the  appropriation  qf  funds  that  are  contained 
in  sections  2231-2238  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  882, 
883,885,  886); 

(5)  the  authorization  for  the  development 
of  the  Line  of  Communications,  Prance,  in 
the  amount  of  $30  million  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609); 

(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of 
classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of 
the  act  of  September  28,  1951  (65  Stat.  336, 
343); 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public- works  and 
for  the  appropriation  of  funds  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  the  act  of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47) , 
as  amended;  and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  sec¬ 
tion  506  of  the  act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531,  558),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of 
$1,850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk, 
Va.,  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201 
under  the  heading  ‘‘Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “Aviation  Facilities” 
of  the  act  of  August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440, 
442) ,  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
Station,  El  Centro,  Calif.;  navigational  aids 
in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Calif.;  research 
and  development  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$1,804,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Sta¬ 
tion,  Trenton,  N.  J.;  and  navigational  aids  in 
the  amount  of  $400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Sta¬ 
tion,  Whidbey  Island,  Wash.:  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  and 
subheading  “Aviation  Facilities”  of  the  act 
of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540),  as 
amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $2,638,000  that  is 
contained  in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the  act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  543) ,  as  amended; 

(d)  the  development  of  ammunition  stor¬ 
age  depot  and  ammunition  loading  terminal 
facilities,  Point-Aux-Pins  Area,  Ala. -Miss., 
in  the  amount  of  $44,168,000  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I,  section  101,  of  the  act  of 
July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535  ,  5C6) ,  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  act  of 
June  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  236,  245),  is  hereby 
repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352) ,  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through 
and  including  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or 
near  military  tactical  installations  for  as¬ 
signment  as  public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if  any,  without 
rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  such  military  tactical  installations. 
Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  Individual  unit  basis  and  not  more 
than  5,000  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased 
at  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the 


rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be  made 
out  of  appropriations  available  for  mainte¬ 
nance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150 
a  month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  act  of  August 
3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1015),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military 
department  may  acquire  any  interest  in  land 
that  — 

“(1)  he  or  his  designee  determines  is 
needed  in  the  interest  of  national  defense; 
and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  administrative  costs  and  the 
amounts  of  any  deficiency  judgments) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  as  part  of  the  same  project,  of  two  or 
more  contiguous  parcels  of  land  that  to¬ 
gether  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016),.  is 

amended  by  adding  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is 
urgently  required  shall  be  necessary  for 
projects,  the  cost  of  which  is  not  in  excess  of 
$5,000.” 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of 
the  act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law,  and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no 
family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for 
or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  or  activities  unless  the  actual 
number  6f  units  involved  has  been  specifi¬ 
cally  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  act  except  ( 1 )  hous¬ 
ing  units  required  to  be  acquired  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the  Hous¬ 
ing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units 
leased,  utilizing  available  operation  and 
maintenance  appropriations,  for  terms  of  I 
year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms 
of  not  more  than  5  years  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  417  of  the  act  of  August 
3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1018);  and  (3)  rental 
guaranty  family  housing  authorized  under 
section  302  of  the  act  of  July  14,  1952  (66 
Stat.  606,  622);  and  (4)  to  the  extent  that 
any  of  the  authorization  of  subsection  104 

(b) ,  204  (b),  and  304  (b)  of  this  act  to 
construct  housing  at  locations  specified 
therein  are  not  utilized,  such  authorization 
may  be  exercised  to  construct  housing  at 
other  locations:  Provided,  That  the  total 
number  of  housing  units  to  be  constructed 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  may 
not  exceed  for  any  service  10  percent  of  the 
total  number  of  units  authorized  in  its  sub¬ 
section:  Provided,  further.  That  the  Secre¬ 
taries  of  the  three  military  departments,  or 
the  designee  of  each,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon 
reaching  a  final  decision  to  utilize  the  au¬ 
thority  granted  by  this  section. 

title  vi 

Reserve  forces  facilities 

Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

(1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that 
precedes  clause  (1)  thereof  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“§  2233.  Acquisition 

“(a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235, 
2236,  and  2238  of  this  title  and  subsection 

(c)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may — 

(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsections  at  the  end 
thereof : 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of-Defense  may  procure 
advance  planning,  construction  design,  and 
architectural  services  in  connection  with 
facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  un¬ 
der  this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise 
authorized  by  law.” 
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“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  be  considered  'military  public 
works’  under  the  provisions  of  the  'military 
construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal 
prior  authorizations  for  military  public 
works.” 

(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted 
after  section  2233 : 

“§  2233a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is 
more  than  $50,000  may  be  made  under  sec¬ 
tion  2233  of  this  title  for  any  facility  that 
has  not  been  authorized  by  a  law  author¬ 
izing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for 
reserve  forces.  This  requirement  does  not 
apply  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  ex¬ 
panded,  rehabilitated,  converted,  or  equipped 
to  restore  or  replace  facilities  damaged  or 
destroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of  that 
action.” 

(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is  amended 
by  inserting  the  following  new  item: 

“2233a.  Limitation.” 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National 
Defense  Faculties  Act  of  1950,  as  amended 
by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  act  of  August  9,  1955, 
chapter  662  (  69  Stat.  593),  and  by  section  2 
of  the  act  of  August  29,  1957,  Public  Law 
85-215  (71  Stat.  489),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  words  “in  an  amount  not  to  exceed 
$580  million  over  a  period  of  the  next  8  fiscal 
years  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951,”. 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense 
Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  section 
414  of  the  act  of  August  3,  1956,  chapter  939 
(70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  "and  without  regard  to  the  mone¬ 
tary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this 
section.” 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may  establish  or  develop  the  following  facili¬ 
ties  for  reserve  forces : 

( 1 )  For  Department  of  the  Navy : 

Naval  Reserve  ( aviation ) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force'Base) , 
Atlanta,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Tex.:  Supply 
facilities  and  utilities,  $259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colo.:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  HI.:  Naviga¬ 
tional  aids  and  utilities,  $179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Mich.:  Air¬ 
field  lighting,  $147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  liquid 
fueling  and  dispensing  facilities,  airfield 
lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,992,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin 
Callender  Field),  La.:  Administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  navigational  aids, 
operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  land  acquisition, 
$2,447,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  N.  Y.:  Air¬ 
field  lighting,  $130,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  N.  Y.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kans.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $570,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Mass.: 
Utilities,  $407,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pa.:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $99,000. 

Naval  Reserve  ( surface ) 

Alameda,  Calif.:  Waterfront  operational 
facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloom¬ 
ington,  Ind.:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Boston,  Mass.:  Training  facilities, 
$108,000. 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  — HOUSE  July  9 


12066 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Cen- 
tralia,  Wash.:  Training  facilities,  $81,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chilli- 
cothe.  Ohio:  Training  faculties,  $100,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Dan¬ 
ville,  Ky.:  Training  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk, 
N.  Y.:  Training  facilities,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  N.  Y.:  Waterfront  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $120,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hay¬ 
ward,  Calif.:  Training  facilities  and  land 
acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Honolulu,  Hawaii :  Training  facilities, 
$515,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa 
City,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  La.:  Communications,  $210,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia 
(Tumwater),  Wash.:  Training  facilities, 
$47,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena, 
Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port 
Chicago,  Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $94,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  San  Jose,  Calif.:  Land  acquisition, 
$78,000. 

St.  Petersburg,  Fla. :  Waterfront  operation¬ 
al  facilities,  $26,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Steubenville,  Ohio:  Land  acquisition, 
$18,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White  Oak 
(Lewiston) ,  Md.:  Training  facilities,  $557,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima, 
Wash. :  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  (ground) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Lynchburg,  Va.:  Training  facilities  and  land 
acquisition,  $388,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Memphis.  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Moline,  Ill.:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Pasadena,  Calif.:  Training  facilities, 
$163,000. 

(2)  tor  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

Air  Force  Reserve 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Md.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$129,000. 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ind.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities 
and  ground  improvements,  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  $3,174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Ala.:  Maintenance 
facility,  $97,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Conn.: 
Maintenance  facility  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $160,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee/Okla. :  Maintenance 
facility,  and  supply  facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  MUwaukee,  Wis.: 
Maintenance  facility,  and  operational  and 
training  facilities,  $173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  N.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Richards -Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton, 
Mo.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$101,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field), 
Orleans  Parish,  La. :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $622,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pa.: 
Maintenance  facility,  $93,000. 

Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Mich.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  facilities,  $171,000. 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Mass.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $740,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel, 
Minn. :  Site  improvements,  $500,000. 


Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birming¬ 
ham,  Ala.:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Va.:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wis.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Ill.:  Supply 
facilities,  $78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines, 
Iowa:.  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Wash.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $1,308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  N.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport, 
Miss.:  Supply  facilities,  $362,000. 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities 
$113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Frairie,  Tex.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  $1,862,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nev.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$159,000. 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Mich.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $1,136,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  N. 
Mex. :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
supply  facilities,  $570,000. 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martins- 
burg,  W.  Va.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Ill.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,099,- 
000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,,  Ontario, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$127,000. 

Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland, 
Oreg.:  Supply  facilities  and  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $233,000. 

Rosecrans  Field,  St.  Joseph,  Mo.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan, 
P.  R.:  Supply  facilities,  $70,000. 

Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Ariz.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $655,000. 

Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Ky.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $715,000. 

Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence, 
R.  I.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$213,000. 

Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Ga.:  Housing,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities  and  utilities,  $317,000. 

Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  bar¬ 
riers,  $300,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Army : 

Army  Reserve 

Batavia,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities,  $171,- 
000. 

Beckley,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $289,- 
000. 

Beloit,  Wis.:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Canandaigna,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities, 
$171,000. ' 

Canton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

Cheyenne,  Wyo.:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 

000. 

Durant,  Okla.:  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Fargo,  N.  Dak:.  Training  facilities,  $149,- 

000. 

Fremont,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 

000. 

Galesburg,  HI.:  Training  facilities,  $157,- 

000. 

Greenwood,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $85,- 
000. 

Hempstead,  N.  Y.  (Nr2) :  Training  facilities, 
$536,000. 

Johnstown,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $99,- 

000. 


Kewaunee,  Wis.:  Training  facilities,  $157,- 

000. 

Madison,  Wis.  (Nr2) :  Training  facilities, 
$490,000. 

Oklahoma  City,  Okla.  (Nr2) :  Training'fa- 
cilities,  $443,000. 

St.  Mary’s,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 

000. 

St.  Mary’s,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Salinas,  Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 

Sinton,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $164,- 

000. 

Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 

000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $419,- 

000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(armory) 

Ackerman,  Miss.:  Training  facilities,  $54,- 

000. 

Agawam,  Mass.:  Training  facilities,  $170,- 

000. 

Ashford,  Ala.:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Beckley,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $200,- 
000. 

Belton,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 

Berryville,  Ark.:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Berryville,  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Bethel,  Alaska.:  Training  facilities,  $480,- 
000. 

Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $135,- 

000. 

Calhoun,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $110,000, 

Chester,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 

Espanola,  N.  Mex. :  Training  facilities,  $57,- 
000. 

Fairbanks,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$277,000. 

Gainesville,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $111,- 
000. 

Hollister,  Calif.  :  Training  facilities,  $105,- 
000. 

Honey  Grove,  Tex. :  Training  facilities,  $90,- 
000. 

Juncos,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities, 
$38,000. 

Livingston,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $91,- 
000. 

Lovell,  Wyo.:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities, 
$160,000. 

Middleboro,  Ky.:  Training  facilities,  $130,- 

000. 

Northwest  St.  Paul,  Minn. :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $130,000. 

Pitman,  N.  J.:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 

Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Salem,  S.  Dak.:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Saranac  Lake,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

Shallotte,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Smithfleld,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $98,- 
000. 

South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

Sturgis,  Mich.:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 

Swanton,  Vt.:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 

Valparaiso,  Ind.:  Training  facilities,  $188,- 
000.  ' 

Whitman,  Mass.:  Training  facilities,  $170,- 

000. 

Whitmire,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Winnemucca,  Nev.:  Training  facilities, 

$110,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(nonarmory) 

Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  facilities, 
$90,000. 

Burlington,  Vt.:  Supply  facilities,  $208,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  La.:  Supply  facilities, 
$325,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities,  $120,- 

000. 

Concord,  N.  H.:  Supply  facilities,  $145,000. 

Kalispell,  Mont.:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$67,000. 
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Trenton,  N.  J.:  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,- 
000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  the  assignment 
of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  forces 
units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  de¬ 
signee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facili¬ 
ties  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing 
appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  re¬ 
serve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost 
of  any  facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this 
subsection. 

Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
2233a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  does 
not  apply  to—  ~~ 

(a)  facilities  that — 

(1)  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation 
with  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
before  July  1,  1958; 

(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1, 
1960;  and 

(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act;  or 

(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  603  (4)  of  this  act;  or 

(c)  The  following  facilities  for  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States. 

(1)  Milford  Point,  Conn.;  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $337,000. 

(2)  Wellesley,  Mass.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $319,000. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White 
Plains,  N.  Y.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $106,000. 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  Title  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tions  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  section  4774  (d)  and  9774 

(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  au¬ 
thority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary 
improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for 
surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning, 
and  supervision  incident  to  construction. 
That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 
to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily. 
The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land 
includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (includ¬ 
ing  temporary  use) ,  by  gift,  purchase,  ex¬ 
change  of  Government-owned  land,  or 
otherwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriatipns  for  facilities 
projects  authorized  by  section  603  for  the 
respective  reserve  components  of  the  armed 
forces  may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $11,886,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army 
Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  $11,042/000. 

Sec.  607.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
section  603  of  this  act  may,  in  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost 
for  all  projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Re¬ 
serve,  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may 
not  exceed  the  amounts  named  in  clauses 
1,  2  (a),  2  (b).,  and  3  of  section  606  re¬ 
spectively. 

Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
"Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958." 

Mr.  VINSON  (interrupting  the  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  further 


reading  of  the  bill  be  dispensed  with, 
that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  its  entirety,  and  that  it  be  open 
to  amendment  at  any  point. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SHEPPARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  SHEPPARD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
make  a  point  of  order  against  paragraph 
4  of  section  110  which  appears  on  page 
18  of  the  bill.  This  paragraph  is  on  ap¬ 
propriation  in  a  bill  from  a  committee 
not  having  jurisdiction  to  report  appro¬ 
priations,  and  is  in  violation  of  rule  21, 
paragraph  4. 

Specifically,  this  provides  that  funds 
from  the  sale  of  the  San  Jacinto  Am¬ 
munition  Depot  shall  be  available  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  pay  any  and 
all  expenses,  including  land  acquisition, 
in  connection  with  the  relocation, 
change,  or  sale  of  the  San  Jacinto  Depot 
or  for  the  establishment  of  a  fully  inte¬ 
grated  depot  at  a  specified  location  in 
Alabama. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia  desire  to  be  heard 
on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  do  not  desire  to  be 
heard  on  the  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  I  concede  the  point  of  order. 
Therefore,  paragraph  4,'  if  the  Chair 
sustains  the  point  of  order,  will  be 
eliminated. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Georgia  concedes  the  point  of  or¬ 
der.  The  Chair  sustains  the  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  much  of  this  lan¬ 
guage  in  section  110  is  now  stricken? 

’  The  CHAIRMAN.  Paragraph  4,  start¬ 
ing  in  line  10.  and  ending  in  line  17  on 
page  18. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Only  paragraph  4? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  That  is  all. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  committee 
amendments. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  committee 
amendments  be  considered  in  bloc. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  committee  amend¬ 
ments  as  follows: 

On  page  2,  line  22,  strike  "$1,795,000”  and 
insert  “$795,000.” 

On  page  4,  following  line  11,  add  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “facilities,  and  hospital  facilities, 
$3,505,000.” 

On  page  9,  between  lines  12  and  13,  insert 
the  following:  “Fort  Bragg,  N.  C.,  367  units.” 

On  page  18,  line  8,  place  a  period  after  the 
word  “made”  and  strike  the  remainder  of 
that  line  and  all  of  line  9. 

On  page  18,  line  25,  strike  the  word  “to.” 

On  page  19,  following  line  3,  insert  “Title 
II.” 

On  page  29,  following  line  14,  insert  the 
following: 

“Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  1,000 
units.” 


On  page  53,  strike  all  of  line  14. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Arends:  Page 
16,  line  24,  strike  out  all  of  section  110,  and 
insert: 

“Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  sell  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot,  Tex.,  at  not  less  than  fair  market 
value  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  all 
right,  title  and  interest,  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  said  depot,  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  to 
be  in  the  public  interest:  Provided,  That 
if  such  authority  is  exercised  by  the /Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  it  shall  be  subject  to 
the  following: 

"A.  The  United  States  may  retain  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot 
or  any  part  thereof  until  such  time  as  sub¬ 
stitute  facilities  are  substantially  completed 
and  available  for  use  at  Point-Aux-Pins. 
Ala. 

“B.  The  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot 
property  shall  be  advertised  for  sale  by  the 
Chief  of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  on 
behalf  of  and  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army. 

“C.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  the  Army 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  section,  including  land  acquisition,  the 
sale  and  relocation  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ord¬ 
nance  Depot,  and  the  establishment  of  a 
fully  integrated  depot  at  Point-Aux-Pins. 
Ala.  The  monetary  limitation  imposed 
by  section  502  hereof  shall  not  be  inclusive 
of  any  funds  required  for  or  in  connection 
with  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  re¬ 
location.” 

(Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  speak  for  5  additional 
minutes. ) 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
let  me  say  I  am  pleased  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  who  represents  the  Houston, 
Tex.,  area  in  such  an  able  manner  is 
present  on  the  floor  of  the  House.  He 
knows  my  intent.  He  knows  my  high 
regard  for  him.  He  knows,  of  course, 
there  is  nothing  personal  involved  in 
my  approach  to  this  San  Jacinto  Depot 
matter  before  us.  I  am  offering  this 
amendment,  to  make  it  permissive  rather 
than  mandatory,  as  presently  set  forth 
in  this  bill,  for  the  movement  of  the 
depot.  I  think  this  merits  the  close  at¬ 
tention  of  the  House.  It  is  one  of  great 
importance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  distinguished  com¬ 
mittee  chairman  [Mr.  Vinson!  has  fully 
outlined  what  is  embodied  in  this  bill. 
I  am  in  favor  of  the  bill,  except  for  one 
section,  and  it  is  solely  to  this  that  I 
should  like  to  direct  your  attention. 

What  is  proposed  in  this  section  is  un¬ 
precedented,  and  I  firmly  believe  that  it 
would  be  a  grave  error  to  allow  this 
section  to  remain  in  the  bill  as  now 
written. 

I  call  your  attention  to  section  110, 
beginning  at  the  bottom  of  page  16. 
This  section  relates  to  the  San  Jacinto 
Ordnance  Depot  in  Houston,  Tex. 

Section  110  would  require  the  Army 
to  move  its  depot  and  outloading  fa¬ 
cility  from  Houston,  Tex.,  to  an  area 
known  as  Point-Aux-Pins  in  Alabama. 
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The  language  permits  of  no  exercise  of 
discretion  on  the  part  of  the  Army.  The 
language  does  not  say  that  this  movo- 
ment  would  be  made  if  the  defense  of 
the  country  would  be  better  served 
thereby.  It  just  flatly  tells  the  Army 
to  move  the  depot  regardless  of  any 
other  considerations, .  whether  of  a  de¬ 
fense  nature  or  of  a  fiscal  nature. 

This  matter  has  been  before  the 
Armed  Services  Committee  for  several 
years.  And  I  might  say  that  I  never 
actually  believed  that  language  would 
ever  be  inserted  in  the  bill  requiring  the 
Army  to  move  the  San  Jacinto  Depot. 
But  it  is  in  the  bill  today.  I  would  like 
to  relate  very  briefly  the  history  of  this 
depot  and  its  proposed  movement. 

In  1956,  upon  representations  that  the 
depot  should  be  moved,  the  committee 
and  the  Congress  authorized  a  study  to 
be  made  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
where  the  depot  should  go.  In  effect, 
the  study  indicated  that  should  it  ever 
be  moved,  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala.,  was  the 
proper  place  for  it  to  be  moved  to.  The 
study  did  not  indicate  any  reasons  why 
the  movement  should  be  made,  however. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr. 
Thomas]  appeared  before  the  committed 
and  detailed  the  reasons  why  he  thought 
the  movement  should  be  made.  I  sub¬ 
sequently  restudied  his  testimony  and  I 
believe  I  am  correct  in  saying  that  his 
argument  is  based  on  two  factors.  The 
first  of  these  is  that  the  depot  consti¬ 
tutes  a  hazard  to  the  life  and  health  of 
the  people  in  that  area.  And  the  second, 
is  that  the  land  has  become  so  valuable 
that  it  is  wasteful  to  have  it  used  as  an 
ammunition  depot  and  outloading  fa¬ 
cility. 

I  would  like  to  deal  with  each  of  these 
arguments  separately.  With  respect  to 
the  question  of  danger,  I  can  only  say 
that  the  experts  within  the  Department 
of  the  Army  state  that  this  depot  not 
only  is  safe — and  they  give  details  as  to 
why  it  is  safe — but  that  it  is  the  safest 
facility  of  its  kind  in  the  whole  United 
States. 

I  hasten  to  say  that  in  saying  that  it 
Is  the  safest  facility  of  its  kind,  the  Army 
is  not  intimating  that  it  is  only  rela¬ 
tively  safe.  The  Army  means  simply 
that  it  does  not  constitute  any  danger 
under  its  present  operation  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  in  the  area. 

The  depot  is  located  on  the  Houston 
ship  channel.  The  outloading  facilities 
are,  of  course,  on  the  water’s  edge.  And 
in  time  of  war  or  national  emergency 
when  the  outloading  facilities  would  be 
used,  they  would  constitute  a  danger  in 
exactly  the  same  fashion  and  to  the 
same  extent  that  any  such  facility 
would.  But  I  want  to  make  it  entirely 
clear  that  these  outloading  facilities  are 
not  used  and  will  not  be  used  except  un¬ 
der  war  or  emergency  conditions.  And 
if  we  are  under  conditions  of  this  kind, 
not  only  will  the  .people  in  the  city  of 
Houston  be  in  danger  but  also  every  in¬ 
dividual  in  the  United  States  regardless 
of  where  he  is  located. 

The  depot  in  the  performance  of  its 
storage  activities  is  harmless.  And  that 
is  the  only  function  it  performs  today. 

Attempts  have  been  made  to  draw  an 
analogy  between  this  and  the  Texas  City 


disaster  and  the  disaster  at  the  naval 
magazine,  Port  Chicago,  Calif.  The 
analogy,  I  can  assure  you,  is  a  remote 
one.  In  the  first  place,  the  Texas  City 
disaster  did  not  involve,  primarily,  ship¬ 
ments  of  ammunition  at  all.  Nor'did  it 
involve  ships  of  the  Army  or  the  Navy. 
Also,  all  of  the  other  circumstances  at¬ 
tendant  upon  this  unfortunate  happen¬ 
ing  bears  little  or  no  resemblance  to  the 
situation  at  Houston. 

With  respect  to  the  Port  Chicago  ex¬ 
plosion,  it  is  pointed  out  that  ships  were 
being  loaded  during  the  war  and  this  is 
always  a  ticklish  and  dangerous  opera¬ 
tion.  It  would  be  a  dangerous  operation 
at  Houston,  too.  But  this  activity  would 
be  carried  on  at  Houston  only  if  we  were 
in  an  emergency  situation  where  all  of 
us  must,  in  one  way  or  another,  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  common  danger.  \ 

Also,  at  Port  Chicago,  the  only  persons 
killed  or  injured  were  those  actually  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  loading  activity.  Not  one 
single  person  in  the  town  of  Port  Chicago 
was  even  injured.  It  was  only  those  who 
were  on  the  docks  at  the  time  who  were 
affected.  ^ 

So,  I  hope  I  have  made  clear  that  these 
other  disasters  are  not  in  any  way  similar 
to  the  situation  that  exists  at  San  Jacinto 
today.  It  is  a  perfectly  safe  depot  opera¬ 
tion  with,  the  experts  tell  me,  no  danger 
whatsoever  to  the  surrounding  area. 

The  second  principal  argument  made 
by  the  gentleman  from  Texas — and  I 
might  say  that  I  regret  that  I  must  take 
the  position  that  I  do  as  strongly  as  I 
do — the  gentleman’s  second  argument  is 
that  the  property  has  now  become  too 
valuable  to  use  as  an  ordnance  depot. 

Now,  this  is  a  consideration.  I  could 
see  an  argument  of  this  kind  generating 
a  good  bit  of  sympathy.  I  can  visualize 
a  situation  where  property  was  developed 
as  a  tank  farm  or  an  automotive  park¬ 
ing  area  10  years  ago  on  land  that  has 
now  become  very  valuable  because  of  the 
growing  community  in  that  particular 
area.  In  a  case  such  as  this,  I  would 
say — in  complete  agreement  with  the 
gentleman — that  the  tank  farm  should 
be  moved  and  the  property  put  to  more 
productive  use — or,  as  the  property  ap¬ 
praisers  call  it,  its  highest  and  best  use. 

But  here  we  have  an  installation  spe¬ 
cifically  and  deliberately  located  on  a 
channel  giving  it  access  to  the  gulf  and 
to  the  ocean.  This  site  was  not  selected 
in  any  haphazard  fashion.  It  was  se¬ 
lected  after  a  study  of  the  requirements 
for  a  depot  and  outloading  facility. 
Such  an  activity,  of  necessity,  must  be  in 
a  place  very  similar  to  where  the  San 
Jacinto  Depot  is  now.  It  cannot  be  just 
anywhere  at  all. 

After  the  Army  selected  this  site, "it 
spent  many  millions  of  dollars  in  im¬ 
proving  it.  It  has  5,000  acres,  281  perma¬ 
nent  buildings,  18  miles  of  railroad, 
415,000  square  feet  of  igloo  or  magazine 
storage  and  all  of  the  other  many  facili¬ 
ties  that  such  an  installation  has  to  have. 

Today  there  is  stored  at  San  Jacinto 
80,000  short  tons  of  ammunition  valued 
at  $120  million. 

I  would  raise  this  question:  Is  the 
Federal  Government  to  be  penalized  for 
its  foresight  in  selecting  properties  of 


this  kind?  Can  we  extend  this  concept 
to  the  place  where  every  time  the  United 
States  purchased  property  and  developed 
it  and  it  later  on  became  very  valuable 
that  it  should  be  abandoned  and  turned 
over  to  private  interests?  The  answer 
to  this  is  very  obvious.  The  answer  is 
“No.” 

So  I  trust  I  have  made  it  clear  that, 
first,  the  depot  is  a  safe  one,  and  second, 
that  the  argument  that  the  property  is 
too  valuable  simply  will  not  stand  up. 

And  speaking  of  costs,  the  Army  esti¬ 
mates  that  it  will  cost  a  minimum  of 
$44  million  to  construct  the  new  facility 
at  Point-Aux-Pins.  I  might  mention  that 
not  even  the  land  has  been  acquired  at 
Point-Aux-Pins  since  the  Army  never 
intended  to  build  this  Point-Aux-Pins  fa¬ 
cility  until  there  was  a  mobilization  re¬ 
quirement  for  it  under  emergency  or  war 
conditions.  So,  added  to  the  other  rea¬ 
sons  why  this  depot  should  not  be  moved 
is  the  taxpayers  of  the  United  States 
who,  I  feel,  find  it  a  little  bit  difficult 
to  understand  why  we  abandon  one  fa¬ 
cility — a  perfectly  good  one — and  build 
another.  I  can  hear  my  own  constit¬ 
uency  telling  me  that  they,  in  the  past, 
have  wondered  why  the  military  serv¬ 
ices  continued  to  build  additional  facil¬ 
ities  when  there  were  so  many  installa¬ 
tions  being  closed.  This  is  a  question  I 
would  rather  not  be  called  upon  to  an¬ 
swer  with  respect  to  this  case. 

Now,  let  us  suppose  that  the  House 
disagrees  with  me,  and  the  language 
remains  in  the  bill  in  its  present  manda¬ 
tory  form.  What  does  this  mean  for  the 
future?  It  means  that  we  will  have  es¬ 
tablished  a  precedent  that  will  come  back 
to  haunt  the  Congress  as  long  as  there 
are  military  construction  bills — or  as 
long  as  we  have  a  military  establish¬ 
ment.  San  Jacinto  is  not  alone.  San 
Jacinto  is  one  of  a  great  many  facilities 
throughout  the  country  which  is  con¬ 
structed  on  property  which  subsequently 
became  very  valuable.  Some  of  these 
other  facilities  have  their  own  elements 
of  disturbance  to  the  local  populace. 
B-52’s  make  a  lot  of  noise.  Are  we  going 
to  move  our  B-52  bases  to  isolated  areas 
and  abandon  the  investment  we  now 
have  in  the  existing  fields?  Pretty  soon 
we  are  going  to  have  facilities  on  our 
east  and  west  coasts  for  loading  the 
Polaris  missile  into  submarines.  I  have 
no  detailed  information  with  respect  to 
any_  dangers  w'hich  may  be  involved  in 
this  operation  but  I  suppose  that  there 
are  some. 

No,  we  cannot  accept  arguments  of  this 
kind  if  for  no  other  reason  than  that  we 
would  be  embarking  on  a  program  to  re¬ 
locate  hundreds  of  millions — perhaps 
billions — worth  of  installations. 

Now,  I  am  not  unsympathetic  with 
the  position  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas.  I  do  not  for  a  minute  doubt  the 
sincerity  of  his  belief  that  this  is  a  dan¬ 
gerous  facility  nor  do  I  doubt  his  be¬ 
lief  that  the  property  is  not  being  put 
to  its  highest  and  best  use.  Simply 
stated,  I  do  not  agree  with  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  conclusions.  I  have  taken  the 
same  set  of  facts  and  presumably  have 
received  the  same  information  and  ad¬ 
vice  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas,  but 
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my  conclusion  is  that  we  should  not  force 
the  Army  to  move  the  San  Jacinto  Depot. 

Since  no  one  of  us  is  perfect,  and 
since  there  is,  of  course,  the  possibility — 
although  I  consider  it  a  remote  one — 
that  this  facility  should  be  moved  from 
its  present  location,  I  would  suggest  that 
as  an  alternative  to  the  mandatory 
language  which  the  gentleman  desires, 
there  be  inserted  in  the  bill  permissive 
language.  This,  I  think  would  place  the 
responsibility  in  the  proper  place — with 
the  Army.  I  do  not  wish  to  take  it 
upon  myself  to  tell  the  Army  that  it 
should  or  should  not  have  a  certain 
number  of  ammunition  depots  and  out- 
loading  facilities  at  particular  loca¬ 
tions.  I  am  not  qualified  to  make  judg¬ 
ments  of  that  kind.  And  I  don’t  think 
many  Members  of  this  House  are  quali¬ 
fied  to  make  these  judgments.  Let  us 
provide  permissive  authority  which 
would  allow  the  Army  to  move  the  de¬ 
pot  if  in  their  best  judgment  it  should 
be  moved,  but  let  us  not  force  it  on 
them. 

I  have  in  my  hand  a  letter  addressed 
to  the  Honorable  Carl  E.  Vinson,  chair¬ 
man,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
signed  by  Wilber  M.  Brucker,  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  dated  June  20,  1958,  read¬ 
ing  as  follows: 

June  20,  1958. 

Hon.  Carl  E.  Vinson, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices,  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  before  me 
the  draft  of  H.  R.  13015  wherein  section 
110  thereof  requires  the  mandatory  re¬ 
moval  of  the  Army  facilities  from  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Tex. 

Assistant  Secretary  Higgins  whom  you  so 
kindly  permitted  to  state  the  Army  posi¬ 
tion  before  your  committee  presented  the 
Army  views  in  detail.  I  do  not  wish  to  be¬ 
labor  you  with  repetitious  detail;  the  prin¬ 
ciple  involved,  to  me,  is  of  much  greater 
import.  Secretary  Higgins’  presentation  in¬ 
cluded  some  draft  legislation  for  a  more  de¬ 
liberate  approach  which  I  only  agreed  to 
with  considerable  reluctance. 

I  believe  that  I  would  be  remiss  in  my 
duties  as  Secretary  of  the  Army  if  I  did  not 
make  known  to  you  my  objection  to  such 
proposed  legislation.  While  I  am  cognizant 
of  the  authority  of  Congress  in  such  mat¬ 
ters,  I  am  nevertheless  deeply  concerned  with 
the  implications  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  basic  responsibility 
of  the  Department  of  the  Army  for  de¬ 
termining  those  facilities  and  installations 
required  to  fulfill  its  missions. 

I  bespeak  your  good  offices  to  do  every¬ 
thing  in  your  power  to  prevent  this  man¬ 
date  upon  the  Army  from  being  enacted. 
Sincerely, 

Wilber  M.  Brucker, 

/\  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

In  conclusion,  I  should  like  to  point 
out  one  thing  more.  As  you  read  the 
mandatory  language  in  the  bill,  you 
quickly  note  that  this  land  will  not  be 
disposed  of  in  the  usual  manner,  where 
it  is  turned  over  to  the  General  Services 
Administration,  but  rather  it  will  be  put 
up  for  public  sale  on  the  courthouse 
steps  or  some  place  else,  and  then  it  will 
go  to  the  highest  bidder  who  has  the 
money  to  buy  5,000  acres  of  valuable 
land.  That  is  not  following  normal  pro¬ 
cedure.  Who  gets  it  is  beside  the  point, 
but  why  this  special  method.  It  seems 
to  me  that  making  this  language  per¬ 


missive  is  the  desirable  procedure,  and 
I  hope  you  will  vote  in  the  best  interests 
of  the  public  and  the  taxpayers.  There 
is  a  fundamental  principle  involved. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  5 
additional  minutes.  -  . 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Without  objection 
it  is  so  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
a  little  bit  embarrassed  because  I  am 
talking  for  my  own  district.  Well,  we 
will  do  the  best  we  can.  And,  my  friend 
from  Illinois  is  my  friend  and  I  am  his. 
We  have  been  friends  and  we  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  for  a  long  time,  because  he 
is  going  to  stay  here  and  I  hope  I  am, 
too.  And,  he  was  very  frank  with  you 
and  I  am  going  to  be  frank,  too,  and  I 
am  going  to  talk  in  my  own  way  and  I 
am  going  to  try  to  talk  a  little  horse- 
sense  to  you. 

The  Army  does  not  want  to  get  out 
and  they  are  not  going  to  get  out.  They 
have  so  stated.  The  language  in  the 
committee  bill  makes  it  mandatory  they 
must  leave  in  18  months.  Of  course,  the 
amendment  by  my  lovable  and  able 
friend  makes  it  permissive,  and  if  you 
adopt  his  language,  they  will  frankly 
tell  you  “We  will  never  get  out,  because 
your  language  does  not  make  us  get 
out.” 

Now,  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  the 
language.  The  committee  clerks  helped 
prepare  it.  And  the  sale  is  under  the 
control  of  the  able  and  distinguished 
Secretary  of  the  Army,  and  I  think  he 
has  got  sense  enough  to  sell  it  right,  and 
if  he  listens  to  me — and  I  hope  he  reads 
this  language — he  will  cut  it  up  into 
small  tracts,  and  then  business  people 
can  come  and  buy  it  and  it  will  bring  a 
whole  lot  more  money  that  way.  And, 
Mr.  Secretary,  I  hope  you  will  read  those 
words  and  I  know  you  will  do  the  right 
thing  and  cut  it  up  in  small  tracts. 

Now,  why  get  rid  of  this  thing?  It  is 
a  health  hazard ;  it  is  an  economic  burden 
on  the  community.  And  I  plead  guilty; 
I  helped  put  it  down  there  during  the 
war.  In  1941  our  ordnance  people  said, 
“We  have  to  have  it.”  And  I  said,  “Come 
on  down  in  my  section.  You  are  already 
within  3  miles  of  there  with  2  other 
propositions,  a  tank  plant,  a  gun-barrel 
plant.  Come  on.  We  are  patriotic.  We 
will  go  with  you  and  we  will  help  you 
get  the  land.”  What  did  my  folks  do? 
My  chamber  of  commerce  went  out  and 
scoured  that  country  to  cooperate  and 
came  up  with  what?  Five  thousand 
acres  of  that  land.  It  is  shaped  like  a 
pencil.  Five  miles  of  waterfront,  the 
most  valuable  land  in  the  country.  They 
paid  $450  an  acre  for  it.  It  is  worth 
$3,000,  $4,000,  and  $5,000  an  acre  now. 
I  have  been  on  the  phone  the  last  2  or  3 
days  and  my  people  say  that  is  a  con¬ 
servative  figure. 

Now,  let  us  see  what  happened  here. 
About  a  year  ago,  or  2  years  ago,  there 
was  a  meeting  in  Secretary  Bob  Ander¬ 
son’s  office.  There  were  6  or  7  mayors 
of  towns  close  to  the  depot,  the  president 
of  the  chamber  of  commerce,  and  the 
county  judge,  and  the  president  of  the 


port  commission— I  do  not  know  whether 
Senator  Lyndon  Johnson  was  there  or 
whether  his  assistant  was  there — and 
.Senator  Price  Daniel  was  and  myself. 
We  met  in  Secretary  Anderson’s  office. 
He  was  then  Under  Secretary  of  the 
Armed  Services.  He  called  in  Mr.  Hig¬ 
gins,  the  gentleman  who  was  in  the  War 
Department  and  who  was  quoted  in  the 
letter.  He  said,  “Mr.  Higgins,  I  am  fa¬ 
miliar  with  this  project  down  there.  It 
is  a  health  hazard,  it  is  an  economic  haz¬ 
ard,  it  is  a  burden  to  the  community 
down  there.  Get  rid  of  it.”  And  12  oi¬ 
ls  or  20  people  heard  him. 

That  was  Secretary  Anderson,  now 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury.  At  that  time 
he  was  Under  Secretary  of  the  Armed 
Services.  Shortly  thereafter  he  resigned 
from  Government  service.  And,  lo  and 
behold,  my  able  and  likable  friend,  Mr. 
Higgins,  did  not  wait  hardly  long  enough 
for  Mr.  Anderson  to  get  out  of  town, 
before  he  came  over  to  my  office  and  said, 
“I  have  to  have  some  legislative  author¬ 
ity  to  move  that  depot.” 

Now  when  Mr.  Anderson  says!  “Go  on 
and  move  it,”  he  does  not  need  any  au¬ 
thority.  He  already  has  it.  You  know 
it  and  I  know  it,  and  every  time  we  try 
to  give  him  some  authority  he  says,  “I 
do  not  want  it  now.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  not  asking  any¬ 
thing  but  what  is  right  and  just  and 
honorable.  My  people  pay  taxes,  just 
as  yours  do,  and  by  no  stretch  of  the 
imagination  will  it  cost  the  taxpayers 
in  excess  of  $2.5  million  to  move  that 
depot,  over  what  the  land  and  equip¬ 
ment  will  sell  for.  Otherwise,  they 
would  have  to  air  condition  every  igloo 
that  they  put  up,  and  they  would  have 
to  have  a  dancehall  in  practically  all 
the  buildings. 

Do  you  know  what  this  thing  cost, 
land  and  everything,  down  there?  It 
cost  only  $16,350,000 — less  than  $16.5 
million.  Now  Mr.  Higgins  says  in  a  let¬ 
ter — and  I  have  it  right  here — written  by 
my  able  friend,  Mr.  Higgins,  in  December 
1957,  that  it  cost  $30  million  to  replace 
the  depot.  Six  or  eight  months  later  he 
said  it  cost  $33  million.  And,  lo  and 
behold,  he  went  to  the  committee  the 
other  day  and  said  that  it  cost  $44  mil¬ 
lion.  I  guess  he  is  going  to  air  condition 
every  igloo  and  put  a  dance  hall  in  every 
one  of  those  buildings.  He  is  puffing 
his  cost  figures. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  could  not  possibly 
cost  more  than  $20  million  or  $25  million 
at  most,  and  that  land  down  there  will 
just  about  bring  us  out.  Here  is  the 
able  gentleman  from  Alabama  Mr.  Boy¬ 
kin  and  he  says,  “I  want  to  put  it  on 
deep  water,  20,000  or  25,000  acres,  and 
if  it  goes  up  it  is  not  going  to  hurt  any¬ 
body,  and  I  will  buy  the  land  at  $50  an 
acre.” 

How  unreasonable  can  anyone  be,  to 
put  an  ammunition  depot  in  the  heart 
of  a  great  industrial  area  on  land  that 
is  worth  from  $3,000  to  $5,000  an  acre, 
when  it  ought  to  be  out  in  the  hinter¬ 
land  so,  if  it  goes  up,  nobody  is  going 
to  get  hurt.  Nobody  thought  Texas  City 
would  go  up,  either.  I  am  not  an  ex¬ 
plosives  expert,  but  all  I  know  is  that 
600  people  are  still  dead  and  hundreds 
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of  them  are  mangled.  And  if  this  am¬ 
munition  depot  goes  up,  with  a  dozen 
refineries  and  chemical  plants  around 
there,  it  will  make  the  Texas  City  dis¬ 
aster  look  like  a  firecracker.  I  hope  it 
never  goes  up,  but  who  can  guarantee 
that  it  will  not? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  asking  any¬ 
thing  unreasonable.  I  think  Secretary 
Bob  Anderson  had  a  good  knowledge  of 
the  situation.  He  said  it  was  a  health 
hazard,  an  economic  hazard.  And  I 
make  you  one  proposition  and  I  think 
it  is  a  sound  one.  The  taxpayers  of 
this  country  have  had  a  tremendous 
burden  on  their  shoulders  since  1939  to 
support  the  armed  services.  They  rep¬ 
resent  65  percent  or  75  percent  of  our 
total  national  expenditures,  and,  as  far 
as  we  know,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
bear  that  burden,  5,  10,  15,  20  years 
longer — who  knows?  We  are  going  to 
have  to  do  it.  v 

If  the  Army  is  in  a  community  and  the 
Army  is  an  economic  burden  to  that 
community  and  a  health  hazard  to  it, 
why  should  not  the  Army  get  out?  Who 
supports  the  Army?  Is  it  the  country? 
Or  does  the  Army  support  the  country. 
I  never  heard  of  the  Army  supporting 
the  country.  It  is  the  country  that  sup¬ 
ports  the  Army,  is  it  not? 

This  country  is  large  enough  and  great 
enough,  there  is  room  enough  here  for 
all  of  us.  Put  these  installations  where 
they  are  not  going  to  hurt,  because  these 
communities  that  are  suffering  have  to 
pay  taxes  to  support  themselves  and  also 
to  support  the  Army. 

I  do  hope  you  will  vote  down  the 
amendment  offered  by  my  able  friend. 
He  is  not  being  personal,  I  know  that. 
I  admire  him  and  I  respect  him.  We 
usually  think  alike.  But  this  ammuni¬ 
tion  dump  ought  to  be  moved.  We  can 
get  large  tracts  of  cheap  land  at  $50  an 
acre  on  water  where  it  is  not  going  to 
hurt  anybody  if  it  should  go  up.  Sell 
this  land.  Let  the  Army  sell  it.  Under 
this  language  in  the  bill  now  the  Army 
has  direct  control.  It  is  their  job  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  it.  I  repeat,  let  them  cut  it  up  in 
small  tracts,  and  they  will  get  a  tremen¬ 
dous  amount  of  money.  Under  no  cir¬ 
cumstance  can  I  imagine  that  it  yrould 
cost  in  excess  of  what  that  land  will 
bring,  more  than  $2.5  million  to  replace 
it. 

I  humbly  apologize  to  all  of  you  for 
talking  so  long,  but  my  people  want  you 
to  help  them  get  rid  of  this  hazard. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  3  ad¬ 
ditional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Iowa? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  who  just  addressed 
the  House  talks  in  terms  of  constructing 
another  ordnance  depot  in  18  months, 
and  under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  if  he  is 
correct,  the  Army  would  have  to  aban¬ 
don  the  ordnance  depot  in  San  Jacinto 
in  18  months.  I  wonder  if  another 
ordnance  depot  could  be  constructed  on 
the  salt  flats  or  swamplands  of  Alabama 
in  18  months.  I  find  nothing  in  the 


hearings  to  indicate  how  long  it  would 
take  to  construct  such  a  depot. 

Mr.  VINSON.  While  I  do  not  recall 
any  particular  testimony  as  to  the 
length  of  time,  the  type  of  installation 
that  would  be  required  to  remove  the 
ammunition  can  all  be  constructed 
within  18  months.  I  took  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  fixing  18  months  because  that 
is  generally  what  is  required  in  other 
installations  of  this  character. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  found  nothing  in  the 
hearings  to  indicate  that. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  understand,  I 
think,  why  Secretary  Anderson  would 
like  to  move  this  depot,  because,  as  I 
understand  it,  he  is  also  a  Texan.  I 
can  understand,  too,  the  reason  why 
Texas  might  want  another  5,000  acres  at 
this  time.  Statehood  for  Alaska  has 
just  gone  through,  and  Alaska  will  be  a 
larger  State  than  Texas. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  MORANO.  Perhaps  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Treasury  did  come  from 
Texas,  but  I  want  the  gentleman  to 
know  that  the  distinguished  Secretary 
lives  in  my  own  hometown  of  Green¬ 
wich,  Conn.,  now. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  fine.  I  am  glad 
he  has  2  or  3  homes. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr,  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  think  it  should  be 
made  clear  that  this  installation  is  15 
miles  from  the  border  of  the  city  of 
Houston. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Prom  reading  the  hear¬ 
ings  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  25  or  15 
miles. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  It  is  15  miles,  and 
there  is  barren  land  between  the  city 
boundary  and  this  installation. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  should  like  to  read 
from  the  hearings  the  testimony  of  Sec¬ 
retary  Higgins  of  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment.  Addressing  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia,  the  distinguished  Chairman  of 
the  House  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices,  h^'said : 

San  Jacinto  is  one  of  the  safest  ammuni¬ 
tion  depots  in  the  country.  *  *  * 

The  Army  has  continued  to  advise  the 
Congress  that  we  wish  to  retain  San  Jacinto 
in  its  present  location.  *  *  * 

San  Jacinto  is  a  permanent  installation  in 
excellent  repair,  and  strategically  well  lo¬ 
cated  to  perform  its  mission. 

Then,  he  goes  on  to  say: 

This  facility  performed  admirably  during 
World  War  II,  and  was  of  major  importance 
during  the  Korean  war. 

Three  hundred  thousand  tons  of  am¬ 
munition,  he  said,  were  outloaded  from 
this  facility  during  the  Korean  fighting. 
Talk  about  hazards,  there  was  no  trouble 
in  handling  300,000  tons  in  6  months 
during  the  Korean  war  out  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  facility.  When  the  gentleman 
from  Texas  mentioned  Texas  City  a 
while  ago,  he  was  not  talking  in  terms 
of  ammunition.  The  Texas  City  explo¬ 
sion  occurred  because  apparently  they 
were  handling  broken  bags  of  nitrate 
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along  with  loose  sulfur.  They  were  not 
handling  ammunition  at  Texas  City,  and 
the  two  situations  cannot  possibly  be 
compared.  The  Army  did  outload  300,- 
000  tons  of  ammunition  in  a  6  month’s 
period  out  of  this  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot  and  it  was  accomplished  without 
the  least  trouble. 

As  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  stated 
a  while  ago,  and  I  would  like  to  reread 
this  portion  of  Secretary  Higgins’  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  committee.  He  said: 

The  installation  consists  of  281  buildings 
which,  with  minor  exceptions,  are  of  per¬ 
manent  construction.  It  is  surrounded  by 
61,000  feet  of  chain-link  fence.  There  are 
18  miles  of  railroad  trackage:  202  igloos  and 
7  magazines;  7  warehouses;  150  open-storage 
sites  with  earth  barricades;  270,000  square 
feet  of  open,  ifhproved  storage  area;  admin¬ 
istrative  support  facilities;  a  slip  4,357  feet 
long  by  250  feet  wide  and  36  feet  deep;  a 
pier  for  2  vessels.  1,500  feet  long,  and  a 
tugboat  dock,  120  feet  long.  In  addition, 
there  are  43  miles  of  roads,  plus  walks, 
bridges,  trestles,  platforms,  parking  areas, 
and  operational  buildings. 

I  imagine  most  of  these  roads  are 
paved;  certainly  they  are  all-weather 
roads. 

No  wonder  they  want  these  5,000  acres 
with  43  miles  of  paved  roads,  miles  of 
trackage  and  so  forth. 

Then  Secretary  Higgins  goes  on  to 
say: 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  must  be  realized  that,  in 
the  event  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot 
were  to  be  relocated,  a  precedent  would  be 
established  which  could  well  result  in  the 
relocation  of  other  similarly  situated  Army 
installations. 

Of  course,  that  is  exactly  what  will 
happen  if  this  bill  is  passed  without  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois.  We  will  be  establishing  a 
precedent  and  there  will  be  all  kinds  of 
bills  here  seeking  relief  in  similar  situa¬ 
tions  and  calling  for  the  expenditure  of 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  my  friend  from 
Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Without  being  fa¬ 
cetious  at  all,  I  think  we  must  admit  that 
there  is  absolutely  no  danger  from  this 
facility  except  in  case  of  war,  and  let 
me  say  to  our  good  colleagues  of  the 
House  that  if  the  time  comes  when  war 
comes  to  America,  we  will  not  be  worry¬ 
ing  about  explosives  on  the  ground,  but 
we  will  be  worrying  about  explosives 
coming  from  the  air  above. 

Mr.  GROSS.  As  Secretary  Higgins 
said  and  I  quote  his  exact  words  from  the 
hearings: 

I  wish  to  point  out  again,  as  I  have  pre¬ 
viously,  that  the  depot’s  storage  facilities  do 
not  constitute  a  health  or  safety  hazard. 

Those  are  his  precise  and  exact  words 
from  the  hearings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  bill  is  passed 
without  the  amendment  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois,  it  will  constitute  what 
I  will  have  to  call  the  Texas  land  grab 
of  1958. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  a  vote  on  the  amendment. 
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The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  Is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Arends]. 

The  question  was  taken,  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  .(demanded  by  Mr.  Arends)  there 
were — ayes  57,  noes  65. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
for  tellers.  ' 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair  ap¬ 
pointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Arends  and  Mr. 
Brooks  of  Louisiana. 

The  Committee  again  divided ;  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes 
82,  noes  84. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word  to  ask  a  question  of  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
On  page  39,  line  11,  appear  the  words 
“Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Denver,  Colo.,  or 
alternate  location”  and  the  sum  of  $5 
million. 

Could  the  chairman  inform  me  what 
the  object  and  purpose  of  that  author¬ 
ized  action? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  say  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Colorado  that  the  intent 
of  that  section,  which  reads  “Lowry  Air 
Force  Base,  Denver,  Colo.,  or  alternate 
location :  Operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ses,  $5  million,”  is  to  bring  about  the 
removal  of  the  North  American  Defense 
Headquarters  from  Colorado  Springs  and 
concentrate  it  all  at  Lowry  Air  Force 
Base.  That  is  what  that  language  is 
intended  to  do. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Wilson  of  Cal¬ 
ifornia:  On  page  29,  following  line  13,  change 
the  period  to  a  comma  and  add  the  follow¬ 
ing  language:  "to  be  constructed  on  land,, 
including  the  following  tracts  which  are 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy  by  the 
Administrator  of  General  Services  without 
reimbursement:  GSA  H-Cal  446D;  GSA  H- 
Cal  546-B;  and  GSA  H-Cal  587.” 

Mr.  WILSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  a  technical  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  will  explain  it  briefly.  It 
allows  the  Navy  to  have  transferred  to 
it  some  407  acres  of  land  which  is  now 
under  the  control  of  the  General  Serv¬ 
ices  Administration  for  use  of  the  1,000 
Capehart  units  that  have  been  approved 
in  this  bill.  All  this  does  is  to  expedite 
transfer  without  reimbursement  by  the 
Navy. 

The  1,000  units  of  Capehart  housing 
can  be  developed  on  3  pieces  of  prop¬ 
erty  comprising  407  acres  of  land  lo¬ 
cated  within  the  city  limits  of  San  Diego 
some  5  miles  north  of  the  downtown 
area.  These  three  properties  were  de¬ 
veloped  during  the  war  period  with  de¬ 
fense  housing.  The  housing  has  now 
been  removed  and  the  sites  are  avail¬ 
able.  Utilities  and  services,  including 
some  streets,  are  already  in  place.  The 
407  acres  of  land  contain  approximately 
288  acres  of  land  usable  for  housing. 
The  transfer  of  this  land  from  the  Pub¬ 
lic  Housing  Authority  to  the  Navy  with¬ 
out  reimbursement  is  desirable  and  nec¬ 


essary.  It  will  provide  land  without  the 
necessity  of  buying  private  property  and 
removing  it  from  the  tax  rolls.  If  the 
transfer  were  not  made  without  reim¬ 
bursement,  it  would  be  necessary  for  the 
Navy  to  procure  additional  funds  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  reimbursement.  The  1959  budg¬ 
et  has  already  been  presented  to  the 
Congress  and  if  the  transfer  is  not  made 
without  reimbursement  it  might  delay 
the  construction  of  these  urgently  re¬ 
quired  Capehart  housing  units  until  next 
year  when  funds  could  be  requested. 
These  sites  provide  the  best  and  most 
convenient  locations  for  housing  of  this 
type  without  the  necessity  for  purchas¬ 
ing  extremely  valuable  property.  No 
formal  appraisal  has  been  made  for  the 
value  of  these  lands  but  it  is  estimated 
they  are  worth  between  $500,000  and 
$1  million. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WILSON  of  California.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman  has 
presented  his  amendment  to  me,  and 
personally  I  have  no  objection  to  accept¬ 
ing  the  amendment. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
no  objection  to  the  amendment  on  this 
side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  California  [Mr.  Wilson]. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gubser:  On 
page  80,  following  line  9,  add  a  new  item  as 
follows: 

"San  Jose,  Calif.,  road  improvements, 
$32,000.” 

(Mi\  GUBSER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 

marks  ) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman  has  sub¬ 
mitted  his  amendment  to  us.  We  are 
thoroughly  conversant  with  it.  We 
know  what  it  is.  There  is  no  objection 
to  accepting  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GUBSER.  I  thank  the  chairman. 

Mr.  GAVIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield,  we  will  be  glad  to 
accept  it  on  this  side. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ask 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  a  question  relative  to  the 
outside  of  the  United  States  family 
housing  units  on  page  29  and  the  top 
of  page  30.  It  is  my  understanding  that 
the  housing  units  that  are  listed  on  page 
29  have  already  been  contracted  for  and 
that  this  iss  merely  a  reauthorization. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tlemen  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Those  listed. on  page 
29  have  not  been  contracted  for,  other¬ 
wise  they  would  not  be  in  the  bill.  The 


reason  they  are  in  the  bill  is  that  the 
law  requires  a  line  item  for  all  those 
that  have  not  been  contracted  for  prior 
to  June  30,  just  last  month.  And,  these 
have  not  been  contracted  for. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Well,  may  I  then 
go  on  to  the  item  at  the  top  of  page  30, 
for  which  a  letter  of  acceptability  was 
issued  on  April  29, 1958?  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  that  letter  has  since  been 
revoked.  However,  the  original  letter  of 
acceptability  provides  the  bidder  a  30- 
day  period  in  which  to  appeal,  and  I 
simply  want  to  make  clear  for  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  new  au¬ 
thorization  is  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
making  sure  that  the  housing  is  built 
and  will  not  in  any  way  take  away  the 
rights  of  the  bidder  under  the  original 
letter  of  acceptability. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman  has 
stated  it  absolutely  correctly. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  thank  the  chair¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Judd:  On  page 
61,  after  line  10,  insert  a  new  section  as 
follows: 

"Sec.  311.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
is  authorized  and  directed  to  enter  into  a 
contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of  the  Air 
Force  instaUations  at  Wold-Chamberlain 
Field,  Minneapolis,  Minn.,  within  18  months 
from  the  date  of  this  act.” 

Mr.  JUDD.  Mi-.  Chairman,  there  are 
two  Air  Force  and  a  Naval  Air  installa¬ 
tions  on  Wold-Chamberlain  Field,  which 
is  the  commercial  airfield  for  the  Twin 
Cities,  located  on  the  edge,  in  fact,  part¬ 
ly  within,  my  congressional  district. 
These  installations  are  not  just  health 
hazards  as  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
has  described  the  ammunition  dump  15 
miles  from  Houston;  they  are  a  death 
dealer.  We  have  had  military  jetplanes 
crash  repeatedly,  5  or  6  times  in  2  years, 
into  my  district.  One  of  them  killed  6 
children  playing  in  the  street,  and  the 
parents  of  3  of  them,  who  were  in  one  of 
the  farmhouses  destroyed.  My  folks 
have  properly  been  pressing  me  to  get 
those,  military  air  operations  out  of 
Wold-Chamberlain  Field.  Now  that  we 
have  voted  to  remove  a  possible  hazard 
from  Houston,  I  think,  without  question, 
we  should  vote  to  remove  a  proved 
hazard  from  Minneapolis.  I  hope  the 
gentleman  from  Georgia  will  accept  by 
amendment.  I  should  really  introduce  a 
similar  amendment  to  title  II,  directing 
the  naval  air  forces  to  get  out  within 
18  months  also,  because  the  Navy  has  a 
large  air  installation  there  too.  I  hope 
we  can  direct  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Navy  to  get  those  jetplanes  out  of  Wold- 
Chamberlain  Field  within  18  months. 
Will  the  gentleman  accept  my  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JUDD.  Certainly. 

Mr.  VINSON.  You  ask  by  your 
amendment  to  sell  and  dispose  of  an 
active  military  installation  that  is  being- 
used  today,  and  nothing  being  con¬ 
structed  to  take  its  place  anywhere  else. 
Now,  I  do  not  think  this  committee  or 
the  House  would  be  justified  to  sell  what 
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is  known  as  Wold-Chamberlain  Airfield 
that  has  military  planes  and  installa¬ 
tions  on  it  today,  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  JUDD.  What  I  asked  was  not 
that  we  sell  Wold-Chamberlain  Airfield, 
but  that  we  sell  or  dispose  of  the  military 
installations  on  it,  and  get  those  jet 
planes  out  of  there  so  my  people  will  be 
safe  and  able  to  relax  in  quiet  and  secu¬ 
rity.  I  cannot  see  any  reason  why  we 
should  take  a  potential  hazard  away 
from  the  vicinity  of  Houston,  where  they 
have  never  had  any  difficulty,  and  do 
nothing  about  an  actually  proved  safety 
hazard,  a  death  dealer  in  my  congres¬ 
sional  district. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Does  the  gentleman 
think  he  is  in  the  same  position  as  Hous¬ 
ton?  There  we  have  an  alternate  base 
to  which  to  go.  In  the  gentleman’s  case 
we  have  no  place  where  we  can  take  this 
installation.  The  gentleman  is  propos¬ 
ing  just  to  close  it  up  immediately.  We 
cannot  do  business  that  way.  Let  the 
gentleman  offer  his  proposal,  give  us  an 
opportunity  to  study  it,  and,  if  the  facts 
warrant  it,  I  have  no  hesitancy  in  saying 
that  the  Congress  will  do  the  same  in  his 
case  as  they  have  done  with  Houston. 

Mr.  JUDD.  We  have  been  trying  for 
years  to  get  the  military  flying  removed. 

Mr.  VINSON.  This  is  the  first  time 
this  matter  has  been  brought  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  just  want  to  give  the 
House  a  sample  of  the  demands  you  are 
going  to  get  from  all  over  the  United 
States  if  the  action  stands  that  you  have 
just  taken  with  respect  to  Houston. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  do  think  Congress  is 
composed  of  sensible  men  and  that  they 
will  not  do  these  things. 

Mr.  JUDD.  At  Bethel,  Minn,  just 
north  of  Minneapolis,  some  20  miles 
away,  in  the  district  of  my  colleague 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Wier]  ,  the  Air  Force  has  approved  a  new 
air  base  for  these  military  planes.  They 
have  been  fiddling  around  with  it  for  a 
long  time.  This  bill  keeps  it  alive,  no 
more,  with  a  $500,000  authorization. 
Why  not  give  them  $44  million  as  in  Ala¬ 
bama,  and  direct  them  to  get  on  their 
horse,  or  their  plane,  if  you  will,  and 
finish  that  base  at  Bethel,  so  that 
in  the  next  18  months,  they  can  remove 
those  military  planes  from  Wold-Cham- 
berlin  that  are  killing  people  in  my  dis¬ 
trict? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  project  down  in 
Texas  has  been  pending  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  for  3  years. 

Mr.  JUDD.  The  gentleman  is  able  to 
get  action  when  he  wants  it.  The  Texas 
job  is  to  be  completed  in  18  months. 

Mr.  VINSON.  But  in  Texas  we  have 
some  place  to  go. 

Mr.  JUDD.  Have  you  actually  bought 
the  land  in  Alabama  to  which  to  move? 
The  gentleman  from  Texas  said  first 
that  he  thought  you  could  get  it  for  $50 
an  acre  and  then  he  said  something 
about  getting  it  for  $25  an  acre.  Which 
is  it?  We  have  land  to  which  to  move 
in  Minnesota  too. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  matter  was  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  and  it  is  pending  now  in  the 
other  body.  But  the  gentleman’s  propo¬ 
sition  is  not  an  analogous  proposition 


because  he  is  proposing  to  close  up  to¬ 
day. 

Mr.  JUDD.  No,  no;  in  18  months. 
This  would  give  them  18  months  to 
move  elsewhere.  That  is  what  my 
amendment  says. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Very  well,  but  the 
gentleman  is  proposing  to  close  up  right 
now,  remove  the  base,  without  any  pro¬ 
vision  made  to  accommodate  that  ac¬ 
tivity.  Congress  would  not  be  acting 
wisely  to  do  that.  No  doubt  the  base 
should  be  closed  and  others  should  be 
closed  and  located  in  other  isolated 
places.  But  I  trust  the  Committee  will 
not  vote  for  an  amendment  like  that. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JUDD.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  May  I  say  to  my  be¬ 
loved  chairman  that  he  knows,  as  I  do, 
that  we  have  set  a  precedent  here  today. 
The  bill  originally  had  permissive  lan¬ 
guage,  but  let  us  be  honest  about  it,  this 
is  a  precedent.  And  we  are  going  to  be 
sorry  about  it  one  of  these  days.  Let 
me  say  that  this  was  the  first  indication 
I  had  of  it.  I  have  heard  repeatedly 
from  various  people  to  get  these  things 
out  of  here.  But  today  we  have  set  a 
precedent.  As  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Judd]  says,  these  people 
are  being  killed. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

The  Houston  proposition  is  not  analo¬ 
gous  to  this  at  all.  For  3  long  years  the 
San  Jacinto  matter  was  pending  before 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services.  It 
was  studied  by  the  Department.  Com¬ 
plete  hearings  were  had.  That  was  the 
justification  for  it.  Here  an  amendment 
is  offered  to  close  up  a  going  air  base — 
just  close  it  up.  If  Congress  wants  to  do 
it,  it  has  the  authority  to  do  it.  It  is  up 
to  the  membership;  they  must  make  up 
their  mind.  If  that  is  the  type  of  legis¬ 
lative  approach  they  want  to  give  it, 
then  they  may  go  ahead  and  do  it. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  seems  to  me  this  is  largely 
a  question  'of  air  traffic  in  that  area. 
If  they  are  going  to  put  another  jet  base 
somewhere  in  the  United  States,  I  will 
be  candid  with  my  friend  from  Minne¬ 
sota  and  say  that  we  would  be  glad  to 
invite  them  to  come  down  to  Louisiana. 
We  would  be  glad  to  have  them. 

But  it  seems  to  me  his  problem  is  that 
of  air  control.  The  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state-  Commerce  is  now  holding  hearings 
on  the  question  of  sharing  the  air  control 
between  the  military  and  the  civilian. 
He  can  get  the  relief  he  wishes  for  his 
people  and  save  the  lives  of  both  mili¬ 
tary  and  civilian  personnel  by  cooperat¬ 
ing  with  that  committee  and  working  out 
suitable  rules  for  handling  mutual  traffic 
between  military  and  civil  aviation. 

Mr.  JUDD.  The  problem  is  not  air 
control.  It  is  due  to  trouble  with  the 
planes  or  the  pilots  in  taking  off  or 
landing.  In  the  worst  case  some  kind 


of  engine  failure  occurred  and  the  pilot 
trying  to  land  could  not  make  the  run¬ 
way  and  landed  in  the  midst  of  a  heavily 
populated  area,  not  15  miles  away  as  in 
San  Jacinto,  but  just  across  the  street 
from  the  airport. 

Mr.  BROOKS  of  Louisiana.  Perhaps 
it  is  a  matter  of  air  traffic.  It  is  a  pat¬ 
tern  for  use  by  that  local  base  there. 
Perhaps  the  pattern  they  use  in  the 
takeoff  and  for  coming  in  can  be  cor¬ 
rected  and  you  can  eliminate  a  great 
deal  of  the  trouble  you  are  suffering 
from  now. 

Mr.  JUDD.  This  is  a  case  where  the 
Air  Force  and  Naval  Air  themselves 
would  like  you  to  move  away.  They  do 
not  like  it.  But  this  bill  contains  only 
$500,000  for  the  new  base  they  need  at 
Bethel;  not  $44  million  as  is  authorized 
for  a  new  ammunition  dump  at  Point 
aux  Pins  which  the  Army  does  not  need 
and  does  not  want. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize  this  is  not 
the  way  to  consider  legislation;  as  the 
gentleman  from -Georgia  has  said,  I  do 
not  intend  to  press  for  a  vote  on  my 
amendment.  I  offered  it  only  to  under¬ 
line  the  folly  of  the  vote  just  taken  on 
the  San  Jacinto  project,  and  to  give 
warning  of  what  we  are  in  for  if  we  al¬ 
low  the  vote  to  stand.  I  hope  the  vote 
will  be  reversed  in  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  TEWES.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  ask 
several  questions  of  the  committee  con¬ 
cerning  line  5  of  page  55  which  refers 
specifically  to  housing  installations  at 
Truax  Field  in  Madison. 

There  have  been  complaints  that  the 
activities  of  the  Air  Force  in  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  properties  have  been  quite  dic¬ 
tatorial.  They  have  insisted,  for  in¬ 
stance,  on  appropriating  130  acres  of 
excellent  farmland  when  the  owners 
have  no  desire  to  sell,  and  have  rejected 
adjoining  areas  actually  offered  to  them. 
This,  I  assure  the  committee,  is  the  kind 
of  activity  which  the  taxpayer  and  citi¬ 
zen  fails  to  understand. 

Further,  protests  have  been  made  to 
me  that  the  housing  is  not  even  neces¬ 
sary. 

I  should  like  to  have  the  chairman 
detail  for  the  House  the  processes  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  committee  to  determine 
the  necessity  for  this  housing. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  try  to  give  the 
gentleman  the  information  he  desires 
concerning  the  requirements  of  housing 
in  connection  with  the  military  instal¬ 
lations. 

First,  the  Department  makes  a  most 
careful,  detailed  study.  Then  it  must 
bring  out  plans  for  a  Capehart  house 
and  must  go  to  the  FHA  and  have  them 
approved.  Then  it  comes  back  to  the 
Department,  and  the  Department  comes 
to  the  committee.  Then  the  committee 
has  a  subcommittee  that  sits  down  and 
hears  witnesses,  local  witnesses  from  the 
community  or  witnesses  from  the  serv- 
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ices  oi’  from  any  other  place  that  is  nec¬ 
essary.  After  we  get  all  this  informa¬ 
tion,  finding  out  how  many  personnel 
there  are  in  the  installation  eligible  for 
quarters,  the  decision  is  reached  as  to 
whether  or  not  we  will  build  Capehart 
housing. 

Mr.  TEWES.  Is  it  the  position  of  the 
committee  that  the  subcommittee  has 
determined  first  of  all  the  housing  is 
necessary  in  the  light  of  the  housing 
which  is  presently  available? 

Mr.  VINSON.  We  not  only  do  that. 
I  am  glad  the  gentleman  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  that.  A  complete  survey  is  made 
of  what  the  local  community  has  con¬ 
tributed  in  the  way  of  rental  houses  that 
are  available  for  the  Army  personnel. 
Sometimes  we  find  that  a  local  commu¬ 
nity  has  adequate  accommodations. 
Therefore,  we  disapprove  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  going  in  and  building  any  houses 
there.  But,  if  the  community  does  not 
have  the  facilities  and  if  the  Army,  Navy, 
and  the  Air  Force  does  not  have  the  fa¬ 
cilities,  then  we  say  under  the  law  cer¬ 
tain  types  of  individuals  in  the  service 
who  are  given  quarters  allowance  will 
have  the  quarters  allowance  taken  away 
from  them  and  we  will  give  them  a  house 
in  which  to  live. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  TEWES.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  raised  a  point  that  I 
attempted  to  raise  with  the  gentleman 
from  Louisiana  only  recently  pertaining 
to  a  similar  subject,  the  acquisition  of 
real  estate.  I  would  like  to  reemphasize 
with  all  the  emphasis  that  could  be  put 
upon  it  that  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services  should  give  considerable  study 
and  make  it  very  emphatically  known 
to  the  Armed  Services  and  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  when  they  are 
dealing  with  the  people  who  own  the 
land  that  they  wish  to  acquire  for  mili¬ 
tary  installations,  it  should  be  taken  by 
negotiation  as  much  as  possible  and 
avoid  the  very  expensive  condemnation 
proceedings.  I  think  that  is  vital.  I 
hope  the  chairman  will  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  state  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  that  is  the  purpose  of  the 
committee,  and  it  is  the  purpose  of  the 
three  military  departments  to  always 
try  to  negotiate  for  the  sale  of  property, 
and  only  as  a  last  resort  to  have  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings. 

Mr.  BEAMER.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield,  I  would  like  to  state  and 
tell  the  chairman  that  that  has  hap¬ 
pened  not  once  but  many  times.  They 
have  been  purchasing  land  from  farm¬ 
ers  and  they  insist  upon  a  set  price  and 
they  will  not  budge  one  bit.  As  a  result, 
farmers  are  losing  from  two  to  three 
hundred  dollars  per  acre.  These  are 
absolutely  cases  that  have  happened  in 
my  district,  and  I  think  the  gentleman 
from  Wisconsin  should  be  complimented 
for  bringing  it  to  the  attention  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  VINSON.  May  I  suggest  to  the 
gentleman  that,  perhaps,  the  cases  to 
which  the  gentleman  is  referring  are 
matters  for  which  the  local  appraisers 
should  be  criticised? 


Mr.  BEAMER.  Let  me  make  a  state¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  that.  The  ap¬ 
praisers  were  not  local  appraisers,  but 
they  were  sent  up  from  Chicago  by  the 
Navy  or  Air  Force  Department  and  local 
people  did  not  even  have  a  chance  to 
say  what  the  farmers’  land  was  worth. 
I  can  give  you  several  instances  of  such 
cases  and  I  think  it  is  very  vital. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Wisconsin  has  expired. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross:  On  page 
11,  strike  out  all  of  line  10  through  line  22. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would  strike  out  the  provi¬ 
sion  for  $44,168,000  to  build  an  ordnance 
depot  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala.  Mr. 
Chairman,  San  Jacinto  is  a  perfectly  good 
ordnance  depot  which  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  has  stated  is  not  a  health  or 
safety  hazard.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
Treasury  of  the -United  States  is  not  a 
bottomless  pit. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  that  the  theory  and  the  reason  why 
the  $44,168,000  was  put  in  the  bill  was 
because  it  was  estimated  by  Mr.  Higgins 
that  that  would  be  the  total  cost  of 
building  an  ammunition  depot  at  Point 
Aux  Pins.  We  had  previously  author¬ 
ized  $26,951,000  for  the  construction  of 
it.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  see  this  fig¬ 
ure  stricken  out  and  let  it  stand  at  $26,- 
951,000  because  if  you  sell  the  5,000 
acres  at  Houston,  Tex.,  they  will  then 
have  sufficient  money  and  probably  with¬ 
in  the  $26  million  limit  to  build  it,  and 
there  will  be  surplus  money  going  to  the 
Treasury  of  the  United  States  from  the 
sale  at  Houston. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  gentleman  is  accepting  my  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  accepting  the 
gentleman’s  amendment.  It  strikes  out 
the  $44,168,000.  The  balance  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  remains  except  the  figure  $44,168,- 
000 ;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  GROSS.  My  amendment  strikes 
lines  10  through  22. 

Mr.  VINSON.  That  is  perfectly  all 
right  also. 

Mr.  GROSS.  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Because  we  have  au¬ 
thorized  $26  million. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Gross  :  On  page 
67,  strike  out  all  of  lines  9  through  18. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
amendment  would,  I  hope,  further  nail 
down  this  proposition.  This  would 
again  strike  out  reference  to  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  $44,168,000. 


Mr.  VINSON.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  accept  the  amendment  because  this 
still  preserves  the  $26  million  originally 
appropriated. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am  not  so  sure  that  it 
does.  I  hope  that  it  strikes  out  every 
dime  for  this  relocation  and  saves  the 
taxpayers  millions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  VINSON.  If  it  does  not  it  will  be 
corrected  at  the  proper  place. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last 
word,  v 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  to  de¬ 
termine  the  status  of  the  proposed  early 
warning  and  radar  station  at  Sundance, 
Wyo. 

This  was  first  proposed  by  the  Air 
Force  in  1955.  Since  that  time  there 
has  been  substantial  interest  in  that  area 
with  regard  to  it.  The  committee  re¬ 
port  on  this  bill  does  not  specifically 
mention  this  new  facility  to  be  located 
in  the  State  of  Wyoming. 

I  have  been  in  constant  contact  and 
have  had  voluminous  correspondence 
with  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force 
concerning  this  ever  since  1955.  On 
July  3,  1958,  I  was  advised  in  a  letter 
from  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  as 
follows : 

The  facilities  for  the  establishment  of  the 
Sundance  site  are  presently  included  in  the 
Air  Force  fiscal  year  1959  military  construc¬ 
tion  program,  which  is  currently  before  the 
Congress. 

I  quote  from  Secretary  Bryant’s  state¬ 
ment  before  the  committee  appearing 
at  page  7057  of  the  committee  hearings: 

The  utilization  of  new  weapons  and  the 
assignment  of  new  missions  require  that 
certain  new  bases  be  provided.  A  list  of 
the  new  bases  which  are  in  this  bill  at  un¬ 
classified  locations  is  shown  below. 

And  the  first  one  he  lists  is  the  Sun¬ 
dance  Air  Force  base  at  Sundance,  Wyo., 
aircraft  control  and  warning  radar  sta¬ 
tion. 

In  the  committee  report  on  page  79 
there  is  further  listed  at  various  loca¬ 
tions  in  the  Zone  of  the  Interior:  “Air 
Force,  $163,629,000.” 

I  would  like  to  inquire  of  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  committee  if  the  Air  Force 
base  at  Sundance  has  been  included  in 
this  bill  and  funds  provided  for  this  base. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  will  state  that  the  bill 
does  include  the  Sundance  Air  Force 
Base.  It  is  taken  care  of  in  the  item  of 
$163  million.  It  is  in  there. 

Mr.  THOMSON  of  Wyoming.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  pro  tempore  having  re¬ 
sumed  the  chair,  Mr.  Delaney,  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House  on  the  State  of  the  Union,  re¬ 
ported  that  that  Committee  having  had 
under  consideration  the  bill  (H.  R. 
13015)  to  authorize  certain  construc¬ 
tion  at  military  installations,  and  for 
other  purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Res¬ 
olution  617,  he  reported  the  same  back 
to  the  House  with  sundry  amendments 
adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Un¬ 
der  the  rule  the  previous  question  is 
ordered,. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment?  If  not,  the  Chair  will  put 
them  en  grosse. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  opposed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  qualifies.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gross  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.  R.  13015,  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  with  instruction  to  report 
the  bill  back  to  the  House  forthwith  with 
the  following  amendment:  On  page  16,  in¬ 
sert  section  110  as  follows: 

"Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  sell  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot,  Tex.,  at  not  less  than  fair  market 
value  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed 
all  right,  title,  and  interest,  of  the  United 
States  in  and  to  said  depot,  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  de¬ 
termines  to  be  in  the  public  interest.  Pro¬ 
vided:  That  if  such  authority  is  exercised 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  it  shall  be 
subject  to  the  following:  1 

"A.  The  United  States  may  retain  pos¬ 
session  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot 
or  any  part  thereof  until  such  time  as  sub¬ 
stitute  facilities  are  substantially  completed 
and  available  for  rise  at  Point-Aux-Pins, 
Ala. 

"B.  The  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  prop¬ 
erty  shall  be  advertised  for  sale  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  on  behalf 
of  and  under  the  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army. 

“C.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Department  of  the  Army 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  including  land  acquisition,  the  sale 
relocation  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  De¬ 
pot,  and  the  establishment  of  a  fully  inte¬ 
grated  depot  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala.  The 
monetary  limitation  imposed  by  section  502 
hereof  shall  not.  be  inclusive  of  any  funds 
required  for  or  in  connection  with  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  relocation." 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gross!. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
motion  to  recommit,  with  instructions, 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  this  matter  be  put  over  un¬ 
til  tomorrow. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma? 

There  was  no  objection. 


LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM  FOR 
TOMORROW 

[Mr.  ARENDS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  proceed  for  1  minute.) 

-  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take 
this  Dime  to  ask  the  majority  whip  if  he 
will  kmdly  inform  the  Members  of  the 
House  \s  to  what  will  be  taken  up  to¬ 
morrow  Mid  in  what  order. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  first 
order  of  business  will  be  the  vote  on  the 
motion  to  \ecommit  H.  R.  13015,  the 
military-construction  bill. 

Next  will  b\the  vote  on  the  passage 
under  suspension  of  the  rules  of  S.  495, 
followed  by  a  rote  on  adoption  of  the 
rule  to  considerNs.  1832,  providing  for 
an  additional  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State.  If  the  rulAis  adopted,  S.  1832 
will  then  be  considered  in  the  Commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Whole. 

The  next  order  of\business  will  be 
consideration  of  House  yoint  Resolution 
424,  crimes  and  offenses, ^sentencing  pro¬ 
cedure,  and,  if  time  permits  after  the 
consideration  of  that  bill,  yt  is  planned 
to  call  up  the  bill,  S.  14ri,  from  the 
Committee  on  Post  OfficeVand  Civil 
Service,  dealing  with  the  suspension  of 
employment  of  civilian  personnel. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  thank  the  ge\tleman 
from  Oklahoma. 


PERSONAL  ANNOUNCEMENT' 

(Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts  asldgd 
and  was  given  permission  to  address  tl 
House  for  1  minute.) 

Mr.  CURTIS  of  Massachusetts.  Mr; 
Speaker,  on  rollcall  No.  Ill  on  Frida/ 
June  27,  on  the  passage  of  the  mil 
H.  R.  12832,  the  Transportation  Ac/ of 
1958,  I  was  unavoidably  absent.  Had  I 
been  present  and  voting  I  would/have 
voted  “yea.” 
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The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
previous  order  of  the  Houae,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia/[Mr.  Baxley] 
is  recognized  for  25  mmutes: 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Sneaker,  the  Balti¬ 
more  Sun  on  Monday  put  into  correct 
focus  the  facts  aboujc  the  $386  million 
atomic  authorizations  bill  reported  July  1 
by  the  Joint  A  tomb?  Energy  Committee. 

Mr,  Rodney  Cuowther,  the  Sun  re¬ 
porter,  told  how/he  new  authorization 
bill  could  social/e  the  atom  as  a  source 
of  energy. 

I  call  special  attention  to  the  conclud¬ 
ing  paragraphs  of  Mr.  Crowther’s  story: 

What  wor/es  some  of  the  critics  from 
private  industry  is  twofold:  First,  that  the 
reactor  program  will  run  into  multiple  bil¬ 
lions;  an/ second,  that  the  Government  will 
insist  orf  developing  a  socialized  power  in¬ 
dustry  ifu>  matter  how  much  it  costs. 

AECJofficials  have  told  some  of  these  critics 
that  tpey  are  seeing  gremlins  where  none  are; 
and/f embers  of  Congress  declare  that  it  is 
a  Mce  against  the  Communist  world  and 
tlrnt  the  money  must  be  spent,  no  matter 
)w  much  it  comes  to. 

If  it  were  only  a  one-shot  business  and 
Pthe  first  reactors  built  would  produce  electric 


power  at  competitive  prices,  the  private  ir 
dustries,  it  has  been  said,  would  jump  at  tfc 
chance  to  get  into  the  business. 

But,  they  appear  troubled  by  reports  tfom 
congressional  sources  that  the  FederalA>ro- 
gram  will  involve  second  and  third  g/iera- 
tion  large-scale  reactors  costing  bilPons  of 
dollars  before  anything  approaching/ a  com¬ 
petitive  situation  will  occur. 

Some  of  the  critics  point  to  the/3hipping- 
port  reactor,  built  at  a  cost  of  /ound  $120 
million  and  recently  put  into  yrvice. 

COSTS  COMPARED  , 

The  coal  people  charge,  fo/ example,  that 
Shippingport  has  been  erect/  right  on  top  of 
coal  beds  where  conventional  methods  can 
produce  power  for  5  mills /er  kilowatt-hour. 
But  the  Shippingport  rector  power,  they  in¬ 
sist,  will  cost  between  ja  and  100  mills  per 
kilowatt-hour. 

The  Shippingport  pfcwer  is  being  sold  to 
the  Duquesne  Powe/ &  Light  Co.,  they  as¬ 
sert,  for  about  8  mi/s  per  kilowatt-hour  and 
the  Government  /bsorblng  the  loss — esti¬ 
mated  at  $25  million  a  year. 

Perhaps  the/most  disturbing  facts  re¬ 
ported  by  M j.  Crowther  appear  at  the 
end  of  his  st/ry : 

Some  of  me  views  of  the  private  industry 
critics  are  /clue  to  be  aired  when  the  au- 
thonpatio/  bill  comes.before  the  Senate  and 
House,  XfoA  there  is  little  likelihood  that 
they  w/l  have  any  deterrent  effect  upon 
Memb/s  of  Congress. 

Th/r  view  is  that  for  the  long-range 
future  their  reactor  program  is  a  necessity 
ancy  for  the  national  security  the  weapon- 
material  program  must  be  pushed  relent- 
l/sly. 

Gentlemen,  this  is  an  objective  report 
about  a  controversial  activity.  The 
^Baltimore  Sun  recognizes  that  the 
jlimate  today  is  unfavorable  to  private 
jterprise  in  the  public  utility  business, 
lile  the  astute  Sun  did  not  say  so,  ap¬ 
parently  its  reporter  recognised  that 
therte  has  been  a  revolution  in  the  minds 
of  th\ members  of  the  Joint  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Committee.  Therefore,  the  Sun  has 
conducted  that  Congress  will  not  reject 
a  bill  unanimously  reported  by  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  tmt  committee,  and  that  it  will 
without  mkh  inquiry  put  the  stamp  of 
its  approval  on  what  is  obviously  the 
biggest  grab\for  economic  as  well  as 
electric  powe\  in  the  history  of  our 
country. 

I  also  wish  to  Yall  particular  attention 
to  the  second  anti  third  paragraphs  of 
the  Baltimore  Su\  article  which  read: 

In  boosting  the  bill  well  above  what  the 
administration  recomtmmded  and  outlining 
a  long-range  .program  Yor  future  develop¬ 
ment,  the  committee  caused  some  eyebrows 
to  rise  in  some  segmen^  of  the  private 
utility  industry. 

It  also  caused  some  apprehensions  among 
producers  pf  conventional  Viels,  such  as 
coal,  oil  and  gas,  who  see  ii\the  commit¬ 
tee’s  announced  proposals — ancNsome  unan¬ 
nounced  ones  which  are  schedulVd  to  be  re¬ 
ported  to  this  session  later — a  pl£m  to  spend 
several  billion  dollars,  or  more,  lo  launch 
the  United  States  Government  in  flhe  busi¬ 
ness  of  producing  electric  energy  fronr^tomic 
reactors. 

Accordingly,  I  ask  unanimous  conYent 
that  the  Sun  atomic  story  be  placecrlin 
the  Record  at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With\ 
out 'objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 
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Congress  to  insure  that  a  fair  proportion  of  the  total  sales  of  Government 
property  be  made  to  small -business  concerns;  provides  that  those  activities  / 
relating  to  the  furnishing  of  technical  and  managerial  aids  to  small-' 
business  concerns,  consultation. and  cooperation  by  Small  Business  Adm.  wii 
federal  contracting  officers,  certification  ot  small-business  concerns 
competent  to  perform  Government  contracts,  the  obtaining  of  contracting  in¬ 
formation  from  Federal  agencies,  the  conduct  of  studies  and  the  making  of 
recommendations  by  SBA  to  Federal  agencies,  and  the  award  of  Government  con- 
tract^to  small-business  concerns  are  expanded  to  cover  small -business  par¬ 
ticipation  in  purchases  from  the  Government  as  well  as  in  procurement  by  the 
Governmerft;  and  provides  that  the  new  small -business  set-aside  program  in 
Govemmentisales  will  not  affect  or  change  any  of  the  preferences  or  priori¬ 
ties  established  by  law  with  respect  to  the  sale  of  electrical  power  or  any 
other  propert^by  the  Government,  pp.  12163-165 

13.  FORESTRY;  HOG-CHO^ERA.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  3478,  to  insure^jthe  maintenance  of  an  adequate  supply  of  anti-hog-cholera 
serum  and  bog-cholera  virus  (H.  Rept.  2144),  and  EL/R.  12704,  to  authorize 
the  use  of  receipts  f^om  the  national  forests  for  general  local  government 
purposes  as  well  as  fo\public  schools  and  publip/roads  (H.  Rept.  2139). 

p.  12226 


14.  PERSONNEL.  Passed,  295  to  4A-  with  amendment/  S.  1411,  to  give  agencies  dis¬ 

cretion  in  either  suspending\>r  retaining  on  duty  a  Federal  employee  prior  to 
security  hearings.  As  passed,\the  bill  provides  that  all  Federal  employees 
are  deemed  to  be  employed  in  an\ctivity'  involving  national  security,  that 
the  head  of  any  department  or  agency  may,  in  his  discretion,  suspend  an  em¬ 
ployee  when  he  deems  it  necessary  lWthe  interest  of  national  security,  that 
the  department  or  agency  head  is  nocVequired  to  suspend  an  employee  prior 
to  the  final  disposition  of  the  c/ae,  \hat  the  employee  is  entitled  to  a 
written  statement  of  the  charge^ againsCv  him,  an  opportunity  to  answer  the 
charges,  a  hearing  at  the  employee's  request,  and  a  review  and  written  deci¬ 
sion  by  the  department  or  agphcy  head,  and\hat  the  employee  is  entitled  to 
appeal  the  decision  to  the  jf&vil  Service  Comhylssion  whose  decision  will  be 
final,  pp.  12180-195 

Rejected,  28  to  125,  An  amendment  by  Rep.  Poster  to  provide  that  hearings 
conducted  by  agencies  /fc  the  employee's  request  wquld  be  conducted  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  due  process  of  law.  pp.  12189-191 

15.  RECLAMATION.  The  yDaily  Digest”  states  as  follows:  "Committee  on  Interior  and 

Insular  Affairs :/ Met  Wednesday  regarding  H.  R.  594,  Fr^ingpan-Arkansas 
project,  and  rejected  by  vote  of  22  to  2,  with  4  not  voting,  a  motion  to  post¬ 
pone  hearinga/until  July  30.  Also  the  committee  rejected  \y  vote  of  21  to  3, 
with  3  voting  present,  a  motion  to  postpone  further  consideration  until  the 
Department/of  the  Interior  reports  on  effect  of  recent  Colorado  district  court 
decision/regarding  availability  of  water  for  the  project.”  p.  1)661 

16.  PUBLIC jtfORKS.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Judiciary  Committee  ordered  ad^rsely  re- 
por$/d  H.  R.  9374,  to  require  bonds  for  certain  public  works  construction 

:racts.  p.  D661 

17.  /APPROPRIATIONS .  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12948,  the  D.  C.  appropria¬ 
tion  bill  for  1959.  Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed,  p.  12p60 

18.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Passed,  376  to  2,  with  amendments,  H.  R.  13015,  to 

authorize  construction  at  military  installations,  including  authorization  for 
financing  military  housing  from  the  foreign  currencies  acquired  under  Public 
Law  480  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  CCC.  pp.  12160-162 
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19.  ORGANIZATION.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  1832,  to  provide  an  additional 

position  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for  African  affairs,  pp.  12166-H 


TOBACCO.  Rep.  Blitch  spoke  in  favor  of  the  enactment  of  legislation  to 
the  processing  of  cigar  wrapper  tobacco  from  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
?p.  12196-197 


21.  WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement 
pertaining  to  Dry  Devils  River  and  Lowrey  Draw  watershed  and  Upper  Lake  Fork 
Creelowatershed,  Tex.;  to  Public  Works  Committee,  p.  12226 


22.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  the  following  MJfls  are  scheduled 
for  considteiration  next  week:  H.  R.  3,  effects  of  acts  of^ongress  on  State 
laws;  H.  R/^13121,  atomic  energy  authorization  bill;  H.  11.  4504,  marketing 
facilities  fok  perishable  commodities;  and  S.  3651,  thy  proposed  Small  Busi¬ 
ness  Investment\Act  of  1958.  He  stated  that  bills  to/extend  Public  Law  480 
and  for  area  redevelopment  have  not  been  scheduled  for  consideration  next 
week.  Be  also  stated  that  the  Private  Calendar  wial  be  called  on  Tues. 
pp.  12176-177 


23.  ADJOURNED  until  Mon.,  J&ly  14.  p.  12226 


ITEMS  IN  API 


>IX 


24.  LANDS.  Sen.  Neuberger  inserted  two  articles  favoring  S.  3051,  the  Klamath 
Indian  land  bill,  and  refhting\the  alleged  opposition  to  this  bill  by  the 
Nat'l  Lumber  Manufacturers  Ass'nv  W>.  A6191-2 


25.  COOPERATIVES.  Extension  of  remarkd^f  Sen.  Praxmire  inserting  an  article, 
"Benson  and  the  Cooperatives,"  amd  stating  that  it  "called  attention  to  the 
strange  lack  of  enthusiasm  evidenced  bV  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  for  the 
interests  of  farmers  and  of  jraeir  organizations."  p.  A6192 


26.  ONIONS.  Sen.  Wiley  inserted  a  press  releas^from  his  office  favoring  legis¬ 
lation  to  eliminate  futures  trading  in  oniony  pp.  A6196-7 


27.  SOIL  CONSERVATION. 


lension  of  remarks  of  Sen. 'Neuberger  inserting  Henry 


Pavelek's,  SCS,  Albany,  Oreg.,  article  detailing  \he  essential  importance  of 


flood  control  to  ylse  soil  practices,  p.  A6197 


28.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  ./Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Carlson  inserting  an  article, 
"Flour  Manipulation  by  Haiti,"  criticizing  the  action  o^ Haiti  in  raising 
import  duty^jn  flour,  pp.  A6198-9 


29.  FOREIGN  A JlO,  Rep.  Kee  inserted  her  newsletter  describing  th£\functions  of  the 
International  Operations  Subcommittee  of  the  Government  Operations  Committee 
and  tbfeir  examination  of  the  administration  of  the  foreign  aid  program,  pp. 
A62Q8-4 


F^flLY  FARM.  Sen.  Praxmire  commended  and  inserted  a  Nat'l  Catholic  Rural  life 
Conference  statement  which  makes  an  appeal  for  the  family  farm  and  discusses 
the  agricultural  revolution  for  the  past  25  years,  pp.  A6204-6 


fl.  FOOD  ADDITIVES.  Rep.  Dingell  inserted  a  Western  States  Ass'n  of  Dairy,  Foofc 
and  Drug  Officials  letter  and  resolution  favoring  proposed  legislation  rela$ 
ing  to  the  protesting  of  chemicals  intended  to  be  used  in  foods,  pp.  A6215-6'' 


House  of  Representatives 


The  HousXmet  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Reverend  Glenn  L.  Utterback, 
minister,  the  Lifctle  Brown  Church  in  the 
Vale,  Nashua,  Iow$,  offered  the  following 
prayer : 

O  God  Eternal,  Tltou  who  art  wisdom 
and  understanding,  Thou  who  art  creator 
of  all  the  universes,  kindle  in  us  a  clear 
vision  of  Thy  holy  will. 

Give  us  diligence  to  seHk  knowledge 
and  understanding;  courage  to  use 
wisdom. 

May  these  leaders  of  our  gre\t  Nation 
keep  paths  of  justice  clean,  and  may 
right  relationships  be  preserved  among 
our  fellow  men,  and  among  all  nations. 

When  all  kinds  of  trials  and  tempt 
tions  crowd  into"  our  lives,  let  us  n<! 
resent  them  as  intruders,  but  welcome' 
them  as  friends.  May  we  realize,  O  God, 
that  they  test  our  faith,  and  produce  in 
us  a  quality  of  endurance.  Let  this 
process  continue  that  we  become  men  of 
mature  character  with  the  right  sort  of 
independence. 

Help  us,  O  Lord,  to  discern  that  which 
is  right,  rather  than  design  from  selfish 
motives. 

To  Thy  name  we  ascribe  all  praise. 
Amen.  -  , 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


COMMUNICATION  FROM  THE 
PRESIDENT 

A  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States  informed  the  House 
that  on  June  28,  1958,  the  President  ap¬ 
proved  and  signed  a  bill  of  the  House  of 
the  following  title; 

H.  R.  10969.  An  act  to  extend  the  Defei; 
Production  Act  of  1950,  as  amended. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Gown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  without  amend¬ 
ment  a  bill  of  the  House  9/  the  following 
title : 

H.  R.  13130.  An  act  t^extend  for  2  years 
the  existing  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  in  respect  of  transfers  of  distilled 
spirits  for  purposes  deemed  necessary  to  meet 
the  requirements  of  the  national  defense. 

The  messagpr  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  oassed,  with  an  amendment 
in  which  txe  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requests,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title: 

H.  R_/l47.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  dis- 
posal/of  certain  Federal  property  in  the 
Bouluer  City  area,  to  provide  assistance  in 
thy  establishment  of  a  municipality  incorpo- 
ited  under  the  laws  of  Nevada,  and  for  other 
purposes. 
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The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendment  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Murray,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr.  Bible,  Mr. 
Malone,  and  Mr.  Kuchel  to  be  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title : 

H.  R.  12858.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  civil  functions  administered  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  certain  agencies  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Valley  Authority,  for  the  fiscal  yea 
ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  p/r- 
soses. 

yThe  message  also  announced  thAt  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendment/  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  confenZice  with 
the  H^use  on  the  disagreeing  /otes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Ellenderv  Mr.  Hayden,  Mi/ Russell,  Mr. 
McClelland  Mr.  Robertson,  Mr.  Hill, 
Mr.  MagnusIdn,  Mr.  Holland,  Mr.  Kerr, 
Mr.  KnowlaW  Mr/SALTONSTALL,  Mr. 
Young,  Mr.  thye/ Mr.  Mundt,  Mrs. 
Smith  of  Maine\amd  Mr.  Dworshak  to 
be  the  confereesy<5\the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

The  messasp§  also  denounced  that  the 
Senate  had/assed  a  bni  of  the  following 
title,  in  which  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  is/equested: 

S.  355/  An  act  to  amend  the^International 
Claims/ Settlement  Act  of  1949,\s  amended 
(64  Stat.  12). 

i’he  message  also  announced  ft^at  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  amendments  qf  the 
''House  to  a  bill  of  the  Senate  of  the^ol- 
lowing  title: 

S.  692.  An  act  to  provide  that  the  United 
States  hold  in  trust  for  the  Indians  entitled1* 
to  the  use  thereof  the  lands  described  in  the 
Executive  order  of  December  16,  1882,  and  for 
adjudicating  the  conflicting  claims  thereto 
of  the  Navaho  and  Hopi  Indians,  and  for 
other  purposes. 


FREE  ENTERPRISE  IN  AMERICAN 
AGRICULTURE 

(Mrs.  BLITCH  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute.) 

Mrs.  BLITCH.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in¬ 
troducing  a  bill  today  to  provide  a  new 
farm  program  for  basic  agricultural 
commodities  under  which  excessive  and 
burdensome  Federal  controls  on  agri¬ 
culture  will  be  eliminated,  and  under 
which  American  agriculture  will  be  re¬ 
stored  to  a  free-enterprise  basis. 

This  bill  was  introduced  in  the  Senate 
on  April  23  by  the  Honorable  Herman 
Talmadge,  of  Georgia.  I  hope  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee  will  give  the  bill  seri¬ 


ous  consideration  for  I  sincerely  believe 
it  provides  a  basis  upbn  which  our  badly 
divided  farm  Representatives  can  get  to¬ 
gether  to  solve  the  serious  agriculture 
dilemma  with  which  all  farmers  in  the 
Nation  are  faced. 

When  the  J5ill  is  fully  explored,  those 
Representatives  who  represent  only  the 
consumer  'of  agricultural  products  will 
find  thac  they,  too,  can  give  unqualified 
support  to  the  measure,  for  the  bill  not 
only  Provides  a  program  under  which 
the/farmer  can  farm,  but  it  also  allows 
agricultural  products  to  reach  their  nor- 
lal  price  range  in  the  market  place. 
The  bill  has  the  important  added  at¬ 
traction  of  costing  the  taxpayer  less 
than  any  present  farm  program  does, 
while  at  the  same  time  the  farmer  will 
receive  every  dollar  of  the  money  to  be 
authorized  for  appropriations  under  the 
act. 

The  bill  is  not  complex  but  can  be 
easily  understood. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  every  Member 
of  the  House  to  this  bill  because  if  en¬ 
acted  it  will  solve  one  of  the  most  dis¬ 
tressing  problems  with  which  the  people 
of  this  Nation  are  faced. 


RUSSIA  AND  THE  UNITED  NATIONS 

(Mr.  SIKES  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for 
1  minute,  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  SIKES.  Mr.  Speaker,  Russia 
threatens  to  leave  the  U.  N.  So  what. 
I  am  not  sure  Russia  should  have  a 
choice.  Perhaps  the  best  course  will  be 
summarily  to  drop  Russia  from  mem¬ 
bership  in  that  body. 

Russia  has  done  nothing  to  justify 
membership  in  a  constructive,  delibera¬ 
tive  body  of  responsible  nations.  Her 
ictics  throughout  have  been  obstruc- 
tftmist  in  character;  her  aims  destruc¬ 
tive^  She  has  used  the  United  Nations 
as  a  sounding  board  to  injure  and  under¬ 
mine  Tfce  free  world.  Not  once  has  Rus¬ 
sia  appW-ed  in  a  role  of  leadership  for 
the  good  of  humanity. 

Without  Wssia,  the  U.  N.  could  achieve 
many  worthwhile  objectives  which  that 
nation  has  blobbed  in  the  last  decade. 

Without  RusiW  the  U.  N.  could  be¬ 
come  the  force\for  good  which  its 
founders  envisionec 

Without  Russia, 
achieve  unity,  create 
forts,  and  gain  recog 
strengths 

And  what  would  Russia  cfo  outside  the 
U.  N.?  Just  exactly  what  she  does  in 
the  U.  N.  But  without  a  founding 
board — and  with  a  more  closely  smit  op¬ 
position— her  efforts  would  lose  nrqch  of 
their  present  effectiveness. 


members  could 
aspect  for  its  ef- 
lition  for  its 
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DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA 
COMMITTEE 

Ir.  McMILLAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  a sf 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on\he  District  of  Columbia  may  ha f/e 
untk  midnight  Friday  to  file  reports,  i 
The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  tbjere 
objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


tSONAL  EXPLANATION) 

(Mr.  \  BENTLEY  asked  ancy  was 
granted!  permission  to  extend  Mis  re¬ 
marks  a!  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  BENTLEY.  Mr.  Speaker, /on  Fri¬ 
day,  June  27,  and  again  on  Monday, 
June  30,  I  was  necessarily  absent  from 
the  sessions  of  the  Congress  and,  there¬ 
fore,  missed  being  recorded  on  rollcalls 
Nos.  109,  110,  111,  and  112.  i/would  like 
to  announce  that,  had  I  been  present, 
I  would  hava  voted  against  the  Tax  Rate 
Extension  Act  of  1958,  in  yavor  of  re¬ 
committing  the  Mutual  Security  Act  of 
1958,  in  favor\of  the  Transportation  Act 
of  1958,  and  in  favor  of  the  extension  of 
the  special  milk  program  for  children.  > 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  GREEN  W  Peymsyvalnia.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  rollcall  No I  112  I  was  pres¬ 
ent  and  answered  y'ayer  I  am  recorded 
as  absent.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  the  Record  \nq  Journal  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER  prty/tempore.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  was  no  obj  e/toon. 


district  of  Columbia  appro - 

PRIATIONVBILL 

Mr.  RABAUT./  Mr.  ^Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  \take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table /the  bill\(H.  R.  12948) 
making  appropriations  far  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  District  of  CtAumbia  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30A  1959,  fend  for 
other  purposes/,  with  Sena ta  amendments 
thereto,  disagree  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  th$  conference 
asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk/read  the  title  of!the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Michigan  [Mr.  Rabaut]  ?\  [After  a 
pause.]  The  Chair  hears  none  and  ap¬ 
points  the  following  conferees:! Mr.  Ra- 
BATJT,  Mr./NATCHER,  Ml'.  CANNON,  ]\Ir.  WIL¬ 
SON  of  Indiana,  and  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,!  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  managers  on 
the  pa/t  of  the  House  have  until  mid¬ 
night  tomorrow  night  to  file  a  conf  Arence 
report/ on  the  bill  (H.  R.  12948)  miking 
appropriations  for  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Junq  30, 
1959/and  for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  trfpre 
objection? 

/here  was  no  objection. 


-<‘farm  houses”  be  corrected  to  “fou; 
juses.” 

le  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  tjrffere 
obje'txtion? 

There  was  no  objection. 


ISION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  BRoWn  of  Georgia/ Mr.  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  insert  in  the 
Record  2  timelXeditprials,  1  from  the 
Savannah,  Ga„  Evening  Press  of  June  4, 
1958,  and  1  fron/the  Savannah,  Ga., 
Morning  News  of/Junk5,  1958. 

These  editorials  pay\a  just  and  de¬ 
serving  tribute  to  Hon.  James  A.  Farley, 
former  chairman  of  they  Democratic 
National  fSo mmittee  and  former  Post¬ 
master  General,  who  is  well  and  favor¬ 
ably  loiown  throughout  the  Nation. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  iKthere 
objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 


-The  question  was  taken;  and  there 


/CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

^  Mr.  JUDD.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  on  page  12071,  in  the 
fhird  column  of  the  Record,  the  words 


AUTHORIZING  MILITARY 
CONSTRUCTION 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The  un¬ 
finished  business  is  the  vote  on  the  mo¬ 
tion  by  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  [Mr. 
Gross]  to  recommit  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015) 
to  authorize  certain  construction  at  mili¬ 
tary  installations,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Clerk  will  again  report  the  motion 
to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gross  moves  to  recommit  the  bill  H.  R. 
13015,  to  the  House  Committee  on  Armed 
Services,  with  instructions  to  report  the  bill 
back  to  the  House  forthwith  with  the  follow¬ 
ing  amendment:  On  page  16,  strike  out  all  of 
section  10  and  insert: 

“Sec.  110.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  sell  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot,  Tex.,  at  not  less  than  fair  market 
value  as  determined  bY  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed  all 
right,  title,  and  interest,  of  the  United  States 
in  and  to  said  depot,  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  be 
in  the  public  interest:  Provided,  That 
if  such  authority  is  exercised  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  it  shall  be  subject  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“A.  The  United  States  may  retain  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  or 
any  part  thereof  until  such  time  as  substi¬ 
tute  facilities  are  substantially  completed 
and  available  for  use  at  Point-Aux-Pins, 
Ala. 

“B.  The  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  prop¬ 
erty  shall  be  advertised  for  sale  by  the  Chief 
of  Engineers,  United  States  Army,  on  behalf 
of  and  under  the  supervision  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army. 

“C.  There  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  to  the  Department  of  the  Army 
such  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  including  land  acquisition,  the  sale 
relocation  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  De¬ 
pot;  and  the  establishment  of  a  fully  inte¬ 
grated  depot  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala.  The 
monetary  limitation  imposed  by  section  502 
hereof  shall  not  be  inclusive  of  any  funds 
required  for  or  in  connection  with  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  relocation.” 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
ask  lor  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 


were — yeas 

179,  nays  202,  answering 

“present”  2, 

not  voting  47,  as  follows: 
[Roll  No.  122] 

YEAS— 179 

Abbitt 

Ford 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Alexander 

Frelinghuysen 

Moore 

Alger 

Fulton 

Morano 

Allen,  Calif. 

Gavin 

Mumma 

Allen,  Ill. 

George 

Neal 

Andersen, 

Glenn 

Nicholson 

H.  Carl 

Griffin 

Nimtz 

Ashley 

Gross 

Norblad 

Auchincloss 

Hale 

O'Hara.  Minn. 

Avery 

Haley 

O'Konski 

Ayres 

Halleck 

Ostertag 

Baker 

Harden 

Pelly 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Harrison,  Nebr.  Pillion 

Bates 

Harvey 

Poff 

Baumhart 

Haskell 

Prouty 

Beamer 

Henderson 

Quie 

Becker 

Herlong 

Ray 

Belcher 

Heselton 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bentley 

Hess 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Berry 

Hiestand 

Riehlman 

Betts 

Hill 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Bolton 

Hillings 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Bosch 

Hoeven 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Bray 

Hoffman 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Broomfield 

Holmes 

Sadlak 

Brown,  Ohio 

Holt 

St.  George 

Brownson 

Horan 

Saylor 

Broyhill 

Hosmer 

Schenck 

Budge 

Hull 

Scherer 

Bush 

Hyde 

Schwengel 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Jackson 

Scott,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

James 

Scudder 

Canfield 

Johansen 

Seely-Brown 

Cannon 

Jonas 

Sheehan 

Carrigg 

Jones,  Mo. 

Siler 

Cederberg 

Judd 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Chamberlain 

Kean 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Chenoweth 

Kearns 

Smith,  Calif. 

Chiperfield 

Keating 

Smith,  Kans. 

Clevenger 

Knox 

Springer 

Collier 

Krueger 

Stauffer 

Corbett 

Lafore 

Taber 

Coudert 

Laird 

Teague,  Calif. 

Cretella 

LeCompte 

Tewes 

Cunningham, 

Lipscomb 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Iowa 

McCulloch 

Tollefson 

Cunningham, 

McDonough 

Utt 

Nebr. 

McGregor 

Van  Pelt 

Curtin 

Mclntire 

Van  Zandt 

Curits,  Mass. 

McIntosh 

Vorys 

Dague 

McVey 

Vursell 

Dawson,  Utah 

Mack,  Wash. 

Wainwright 

Dennison 

Mailliard 

Weaver 

Derounian  * 

Martin 

Westland 

Devereux 

Mason 

Wharton 

Dixon 

May 

Widnall 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Meader 

Wigglesworth 

Dwyer 

Merrow 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Feighan 

Michel 

Withrow 

Fenton 

Miller,  Md. 

Younger 

Fino 

Miller,  Nebr. 

NAYS— 202 

Gordon 

Abernethy 

Coffin 

Addonizio 

Colmer 

Granahan 

Albert 

Davis,  Ga. 

Grant 

Andrews 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Gray 

Ashmore 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Aspinall 

Delaney 

Green,  Pa. 

Bailey 

Dellay 

Griffiths 

Baldwin 

Dent 

Gubser 

Barden 

Denton 

Hagen 

Barrett 

Diggs 

Hardy 

Beckworth 

Dingell 

Harris 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Dollinger 

Harrison,  Va. 

Bennett,  Mich.  Donohue 

Hays,  Ohio 

Blatnik 

Dorn,  S.  C. 

Healey 

Blitch 

Doyle 

Hebert 

Boggs 

Durham 

Hemphill 

Boland 

Edmondson 

Holifield 

Bolling 

Elliott 

Holland 

Bonner 

Engle 

Holtzman 

Boykin 

Everett 

Huddleston 

Boyle 

Evins 

Ikard 

Breeding 

Fallon 

Jarman 

Brooks,  La. 

Fascell 

Jennings 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Fisher 

Johnson 

Brown,  Ga. 

Flood 

Jones,  Ala. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Flynt 

Karsten 

Burleson 

Fogarty 

Kee 

Byrd 

Forand 

-  Kelly,  N.  Y. 

Byrne.  Pa. 

Forrester 

Keogh 

Carnahan 

Fountain 

Kilgore 

Celler 

Frazier 

King 

Chelf 

Friedel 

Kirwan 

Church 

Garmata 

Kitchin 

Clark 

Gary 

KluczynskI 

Coad 

Gathings 

Knutson 

1958 

cc 

Lane 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Sikes 

Lankford 

O’Neill 

Sisk 

Lennon 

Osmers 

Smith,  Miss. 

Lesinski 

Patman 

Smith,  Va. 

Libonatl 

Patterson 

Spence 

Loser 

Perkins 

Staggers 

McCarthy 

Pfost 

Steed 

McCormack 

Philbln 

Sullivan 

McFall 

Pilcher 

Teague,  Tex. 

McGovern 

Poage 

Teller 

McMillan 

Polk 

Thomas 

Macdonald 

Porter 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Machrowicz 

Price 

Thornberry 

Mack,  Ill. 

Rabaut 

Tuck 

Madden 

Rains 

Udall 

Magnuson 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Ullman 

Mahon 

Reuss 

Vanik 

Marshall 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Vinson 

Matthews 

Riley 

Walter 

Metcalf 

Rivers 

Watts 

Miller,  Calif. 

Roberts 

Whitener 

Mills 

Rodino 

Whitten 

Mitchell 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Wier 

Montoya 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Morgan 

Rooney 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Morrison 

Roosevelt 

Winstead 

Moss 

Rutherford 

Wright 

Multer 

Santangelo 

Yates 

Murray 

Saund 

Young 

Natcher 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Zablocki 

Nix 

Selden 

Zelenko 

Norrell 

Sheppard 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Sieminski 
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ANSWERING  “PRESENT”— 2 
Bow  Scrivner 

NOT  VOTING— 47 


Adair 

Eberharter 

Passman 

Anderson, 

Farbstein 

Powell 

Mont. 

Gregory 

Preston 

Anfuso 

Gwinn 

Radwan 

Arends 

Hays,  Ark. 

Reed 

Baring 

Jenkins 

Robeson,  Va. 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Jensen 

Shelley 

Buckley 

Kearney 

Shuford 

Burdick 

Kilburn 

Talle 

Christopher 

Kilday 

Taylor 

Cooley 

Landrum 

Thompson,  La. 

Cramer 

Latham 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Minshall 

Trimble 

Dies 

Morris 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Dooley 

Moulder 

Willis 

Dowdy 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Wolverton 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Arends  for,  with  Mr.  Bow  against. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri  for,  with  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ton  against. 

Mr.  Jenkins  for,  with  Mr.  Landrum  against. 

Mr.  Cramer  for,  with  Mr.  Taylor  against. 

Mr.  Minshall  for,  with  Mr.  Wolverton 
against. 

Mr.  Dooley  for,  with  Mr.  Hays  of  Arkansas 
against. 

Mr.  Adair  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso  against. 

Mr.  Jensen  for,  with  Mr.  Christoper  against. 

Mr.  Gwinn  for,  with  Mr.  Dowdy  against. 

Mr.  Radwan  for,  with  Mr.  Moulder  against. 

Mr.  Williams  of  New  York  for,  with  Mr. 
Eilday  against. 

Mr'.  Kearney  for,  with  Mr.  Parbstein 
against. 

Mr.  Kilburn  for,  with  Mr.  Buckley  against. 

Mr.  Burdick  for,  with  Mr.  Baring  against. 

Mr.  Latham  for,  with  Mr.  Shelley  against. 

Mr.  Reed  for,  with  Mr.  O’Brien  of  New  York 
against. 

Until  further  notice : 

Mr.  Robeson  of  Virginia  with  Mr.  Talle. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  SCOTT  of  Pennsylvania  changed 
his  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  BOW.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Arends! .  If  he  were  present  and 
voting,  he  would  vote  “yea.”  I  voted 
“nay.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and  vote 
“present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

- 10 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  376,  nays  2,  answered  “pres¬ 
ent”  1,  not  voting  51,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  123] 

YEAS— 376 


Abbitt 

Abemethy 

Addonizio 

Albert 

Alexander 

Alger 

Allen,  Calif. 
Allen,  Ill. 
Andersen, 
H.  Carl 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bass,  N.  H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Beamer 
Becker 


Dawson,  HI. 
Dawson,  Utah 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Dent 
Denton 
Derounian 
Devereux 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dollinger 
Donohue 
Dorn,  N.  Y. 
Dorn,  S.  C. 
Doyle 
Durham 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Engle 
Everett 
Evins 
Fallon 
Fascell 
Feighan 


Jackson 

James 

Jarman 

Jennings 

Jensen 

Johansen 

Johnson 

Jonas 

Jones,  Ala. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Judd 

Karsten 

Kean 

Kearns 

Keating 

Kee 

Kelly,  N.  Y. 
Keogh 
Kilgore 
King 
Kirwan 
Kitehin 
Kluczynski 
Knox 
Knutson 
Krueger 
Lafore 


Patman 

Patterson 

Pelly 

Perkins 

Pfost 

Philbln 

Pilcher 

Pillion 

Poage 

Pofif 

Polk 

Porter 

Price 

Quie 

Rabaut 

Ray 

Reece,  Tenn. 
Rees,  Kans. 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roberts 
Robison,  N.  Y. 
Robslon,  Ky. 
Rodino 
Rogers,  Colo. 
Rogers,  Fla. 
Rogers,  Mass. 
Rogers,  Tex. 
Rooney 
Roosevelt 
Rutherford 
Sadlak 


Santangelo 

Thompson,  Tex. 

St.  George 

Thomson,  Wyo. 

Saund 

Thornberry 

Saylor 

Tollefson 

Schenck 

Tuck 

Scherer 

Udall 

Schwengel 

Ullman 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Utt 

Scott,  Pa. 

Vanik 

Scudder 

Van  Pelt 

Seely-Brown 

Van  Zandt 

Selden 

Vinson 

Sheehan 

Vorys 

Sheppard 

Wainwrlght 

Sieminski 

Walter 

Sikes 

Watts 

Siler 

Weaver 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Westland 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Wharton 

Sisk 

Whitener 

Smith,  Calif. 

Whitten 

Smith,  Kans. 

Wldnall 

Smith,  Miss. 

Wier 

Smith,  Va. 

Williams,  Miss. 

Spence 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Springer 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Staggers 

Winstead 

Stauffer 

Withrow 

Steed 

Wright 

Sullivan 

Yates 

Taber 

Young 

Teague,  Calif. 

Younger 

Teague,  Tex, 

Zablocki 

Teller 

Tewes 

Thomas 

Zelenko 

NAYS— 2 

Gross  Marshall 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”—! 


Beckworth 

Fenton 

Laird 

Scrivner 

Belcher 

Fino 

Lane 

NOT  VOTING— 

-51 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Fisher 

Lankford 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Flood 

LeCompte 

Adair 

Gregory 

Radwan 

Bentley 

Flynt 

Lennon 

Anderson, 

Gwinn 

Rains 

Berry 

Fogarty 

Lesinski 

Mont. 

Hays,  Ark. 

Reed 

Betts 

Forand 

Libonati 

Anfuso 

Jenkins 

Robeson,  Va. 

Blatnik 

Ford 

Lipscomb 

Arends 

Kearney 

Shelley 

Blitch 

Forrester 

Loser 

Baring 

Kilburn 

Shuford 

Boggs 

Fountain 

McCarthy 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Kilday 

Talle 

Boland 

Frazier 

McCulloch 

Buckley 

Landrum 

Taylor 

Bolling 

Frelinghuysen 

McDonough 

Burdick 

Latham 

Thompson,  La. 

Bolton 

Friedel 

McFall 

Christopher 

McCormack 

Thompson,  N.  J, 

Bonner 

Fulton 

McGovern 

Cooley 

Minshall 

Trimble 

Bosch 

Garmatz 

McGregor 

Cramer 

Morris 

Vursell 

Bow 

Gary 

Mclntire 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Moulder 

Wigglesworth 

Boykin 

Gathings 

McIntosh 

Dies 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Boyle 

Gavin 

McMillan 

Dooley 

Passman 

Willis 

Bray 

George 

McVey 

Dowdy 

Powell 

Wolverton 

Breeding 

Glenn 

Macdonald 

Eberharter 

Preston 

Brooks,  La. 

Gordon 

Machrowicz 

Farbstein 

Prouty 

Brooks,  Tex. 
Broomfield 

Granahan 

Grant 

Mack,  Ill. 

Mack,  Wash. 

So  the  bill  was  passed. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Gray 

Madden 

The  Clerk  announced 

the  following 

Brown,  Mo. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Brownson 

Broyhill 

Budge 

Burleson 

Bush 

Byrd 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Canfield 

Cannon 

Carnahan 

Carrigg 

Cederberg 

Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 

Chiperfield 

Church 

Clark 

Clevenger 

Coad 

Coffin 

Collier 

Colmer 

Corbett 

Coudert 

Cretella 

Cunningham, 

Iowa 

Cunningham, 
Nebr. 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Dague 
Davis,  Ga. 
Davis,  Tenn. 


Green,  Oreg, 
Green,  Pa, 
Griffin 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Hale 
Haley 
Halleck 
Harden 
Hardy 
Harris 


Magnuson 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Martin 

Mason 

Matthews 

May 

Meader 

Merrow 

Metcalf 

Michel 

Miller,  Calif. 


Harrison,  Nebr.  Miller,  Md. 


Harrison,  Va. 

Harvey 

Haskell 

Hays,  Ohio 

Healey 

H6bert 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Heselton 

Hess 

Hiestand 

Hill 

Hillings 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

Holifield 

Holland 

Holmes 

Holt 

Holtzman 

Horan 

Hosmer 

Huddleston 

Hull 

Hyde 

Ikard 


Miller,  Nebr. 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Mills 

Mitchell 

Montoya 

Moore 

Morano 

Morgan 

Morrison 

Moss 

Multer 

Mumma 

Murray 

Natcher 

Neal 

Nicholson 

Nimtz 

Nix 

Norblad 
Norrell 
O’Brien,  HL 
O’Hara,  Ill. 
O’Hara,  Minn. 
O'Konski 
O’NeiU  I 
Osmers 
Ostertag 


pairs : 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  with  Mr.  Arends. 

Mr.  Robeson  of  Virgina  with  Mr.  Jenkins. 

Mr.  Shelley  with  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  with  Mr. 
Wolverton. 

Mr.  Moulder  of  Missouri  with  Mr.  Curtis 
of  Missouri. 

Mr.  Hays  of  Arkansas  with  Mr.  Burdick. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr. 
Latham. 

Mr.  Christopher  with  Mr.  Minshall. 

Mr.  Trimble  with  Mr.  Dooley. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Gwinn. 

Mr.  Preston  with  Mr.  Talle. 

Mr.  Kilday  with  Mr.  Vursell. 

Mr.  Baring  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  Rains  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Willis  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Anfuso  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Farbstein  with  Mr.  Prouty. 

Mr.  Buckley  with  Mr.  Radwan. 

Mr.  Dowdy  with  Mr.  Williams  of  New  York. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  New  York  with  Mr.  Wiggles- 
worth. 

Mr.  Morris  with  Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  SCRIVNER.  Mr.  Speaker,  follow¬ 
ing  the  practice  of  several  years  since  I 
became  a  member  of  the  military  sub¬ 
committee  on  appropriations,  I  have  al¬ 
ways  responded  “present”  as  I  did  today. 
Therefore,  I  wish  to  be  recorded  as  hav¬ 
ing  answered  “present”  and  not  “yea.” 
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The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


ACQUISITION  OP  PROPERTY  IN 

SQUARE  \725,  DISTRICT  OP  CO¬ 
LUMBIA 

The  SPEAKER,  pro  tempore.  The  un¬ 
finished  business  \s  the  question  of  sus¬ 
pending  the  rules \nd  passing  the  bill 
(S.  495)  to  authorial  the  acquisition  of 
the  remaining  property  in  square  725  in 
the  District  of  Columbiasior  the  purpose 
of  extension  of  the  site  orythe  additional 
office  building  for  the  United  States  Sen¬ 
ate  or  for  the  purpose  of 'addition  to 
the  United  States  Capitol  Grounds. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  t\e  bill. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  temporev  The 
question  is  on  suspending  the  ruleS^and 
passing  the  bill. 

The  question  was  taken;-  and  the 
Speaker  pro  tempore  announced  that  ii 
his  opinion  two-thirds  had  voted  in  the' 
affirmative. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum 
is  not  present  and  I  make  the  point  of 
order  that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

Chair  will  count.  [After  counting.] 

One  hundred  and  ninety-nine  Members 
are  present,  not  a  quorum. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

gentleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  MASON.  Under  the  rules  of  the 
House,  is  it  proper  to  count  Members 
who  are  behind  the  railing? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 

Chair  has  made  the  count  and  the 
Chair’s  count  will  not  be  disputed. 

Mr.  MASON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
questioning  the  count.  I  am  just  asking 
whether  it  is  proper  and  in  order  to 
count  those  behind  the  railing. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  gentleman’s  inquiry,  the 
Chair  may  and  the  present  occupant  of 
the  chair  will  always,  when  he  is  in  the 
chair,  count  any  Member  who  is  visible 
and  in  the  Chamber. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  door; 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  /the 
roll. 

The  question  was  taken;  and'' there 
were — yeas  232,  nays  150,  not  welting  48, 
as  follows:  ' 

[Roll  No.  124] 

YEAS — 232 


Addonizlo 
Albert 
Allen,  Calif. 
Andersen, 

H.  Carl 
Andrews 
Ashley 
Asplnall 
Auchincloss 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Barrett 
Bass.  N.  H.y 
Bates 
Beckwoctf 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Blatnik 
Blitch 


Bolling 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Bow 
Boykin 
Boyle 
Breeding 
Brooks,  La. 
Brooks,  Tex. 
BpOwn,  Ga. 
frown,  Mo. 
iroyhill 
Burleson 
Byrne,  Pa. 
Cannon 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chenoweth 

Clark 


Clevenger 

Coad 

Coffin 

Curtin 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Dawson,  Ill. 

Delaney 

Dellay 

Dent 

Denton 

Devereux 

Diggs 

Dingell 

Dollinger 

Donohue 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

Doyle 

Durham 

Edmondson 

Elliott 


Engle 

Everett 

Evins 

Fallon 

Fascell 

Feighan 

Fisher 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Forand 

Ford 

Frazier 

Friedel 

Fulton 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

George 

Glenn 

Gordon 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 
Green,  Pa. 
Griffiths 
Gubser 
Hagen 
Halleck 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harvey 
Haskell 
^Hays,  Ohio 
Jealey 
ess 
HiRings 
Holflfteld 
Holla* 
Holmes\ 
Holt 

HoltzmanN 
Horan 
Hosmer 
Huddleston 
Hull 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Jackson 
Jarman  1 
Jennings 
Jones,  Ala. 
Jones,  Mo. 
Judd 
Karsten 
Kean 
Kearns 


Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Alexander 
Alger 
Allen.  Ily 
Ashmope 
Baldwy 
Barden 
Bayfnhart 
Bsamer 
Jecker 
Selcher 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bosch 
Bray 

Broomfield 
Brown.  Ohio 
Brownson 
Budge  v 
Bush 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Ill. 
Byrnes.  Wis. 
Canfield 
Cederberg 
Chelf 

Chiperfield 

Church 

Collier 

Colmer 

Corbett 

Coudert 

Cretella 

Cunningham, 

Iowa 

Cynningham, 

Nebr. 

Dague 
Davis,  Ga. 
Dawson,  Utah 
Dennison 


Kee 

Kelly.  N.  Y. 

Keogh 

Kilgora 

King 

Klrwan 

Kluczynskl 

Knutson 

Lane 

Lankford 

Lesinskt 

Ltbonatl 

McCarthy 

McCormack 

McDonough 

McFall 

McGovern 

McGregor 

Machrowicz 

Mack,  III. 

Madden 

Magnuson 

Mahon 

Mailliard 

Marshall 

Martin 

Meader 

Merrow 

Metcalf 

Michel 

Miller,  Calif. 

Miller,  Md. 

Mills 

Mitchell 

Montoya 

Morano 

Morgan 

Morrison 

Moss 

Multer 

Murray 

Natcher 

Nicholson 

Nix 

L  Norblad 
jlorrell 
3rien,  Ill. 
O'Hara,  Ill. 
O'Hbra,  Minn, 
O’Nen 
OsmerJ 
Patman' 

Pfost 
Philbii 
Pilchj 
Poag 
Pol 

4fAYS— 150 

'Derounian 
Dixon 
Dorn,  S.  C. 
Dwyer 
Fenton 
Fino 
Flynt 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frelinghuysen 
Grant 
Griffin 
Gross 
Hale 
Haley 
Harden 

Harrison,  Nebr. 

Harrison,  Va. 

Hemphill 

Henderson 

Herlong 

Heselton 

H  iestand 

Hill 

Hoeven 

Hoffman 

James 

Jensen 

Johansen 

Johnson 

Jonas 

Keating 

Kitohin 

Knox 

Krueger 

Lafore 

Laird 

LeCompte 

Lennon 

Lipscomb 

Loser 

McCulloch 

Mclntire 

McIntosh 

McMillan 


Porter 

Price 

Prouty 

Rabaut 

Rains 

Reece,  Tenn. 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Aria. 
Rhodes,  Pa. 
Riehlman 
Riley 
Rivers 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rooney 

Roosevelt 

Rutherford 

Santangelo 

Saund 

Saylor 

Scherer 

Scudder 

Selden 

Sheppard 

Sikes 

Sisk 

Smith,  Kans. 
Smith,  Miss. 
Spence 
Staggers 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Teague,  Tex. 
Teller 
Thomas 
Thompson, 
Thornberr 
Udall 
Ullmany 
Van  Zjrfidt 
Vins 
Vor/s 
Wkln  wright 
falter 
Westland 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Wiggles  worth 
Wright 
Yates 
Young 
Zablockl 
,  Zelenko 


Tollefson 

Tuck 

utt 

Vanik 

Van  Pelt 

Vursell 


Watts 

Weaver- 

Wharton 

Whitener 

Wier 

Williams,  Miss. 


July  10 

Wilson,  Calif. 
Wilson,  Ind. 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Younger. 


Mcwey 
Maccflimald 
Mack,  wash. 
Mason 
Matthew^ 

May 
Miller,  Nebr.\ 
Miller,  N.  Y. 
Moore 
Mumma 
Neal 
Nimtz 
O’Konski 
Ostertag 
Patterson 
Pelly 
Perkins 
Pillion 
Poff 
Quie 
Ray 

Rees,  Kans. 

Roberts 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Sadlak 

St.  George 

Schenck 

Schwengel 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Scott,  Pa. 

Scrivner 

Seely-Brown 

Sheehan 

Siler 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Smith,  Va. 

Springer 

Stauffer 

Taber 

Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Tewes 

Thomson,  Wyo. 


NOT  VOTING — 48 


Adair 

Farbstein 

Preyton 

Anderson, 

Gregory 

Rafuwan 

Mont. 

Gwinn 

Keed 

Anfuso 

Hays,  Ark. 

y4tobeson,  Va. 

Arends 

Hebert  J 

'  Shelley 

Baring 

Jenkins  / 

Shuford 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Kearney  / 

Sieminski 

Buckley 

Kilburn  / 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Burdick 

Kilday  / 

Talle 

Christopher 

Landrum 

Thompson,  La. 

Cooley 

Latham 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Cramer 

Miiymali 

Trimble 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Morris 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Dies 

Mbulder 

Willis 

Dooley 

■O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Wolverton 

Dowdy 

/. Passman 

Eberharter  / 

'  Powell 

So  tW- thirds  not  having  voted  in 
favor  thereof  the  motion  was  rejected. 

Thp  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pair 

)n  this  vote: 

'Mr.  Anfuso  and  Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr. 
kArends  against. 

Mr.  Anderson  of  Montana  and  Mr.  Farb- 
stein  for,  with  Mr.  Dowdy  against. 

Mr.  Hays  or  Arkansas  and  Mr.  Trimble  for, 
with  Mr.  Robeson  of  Virginia  against. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  New  Jersey  and  Mr. 
Moulder  for,  with  Mr.  Jenkins  against. 

Mr.  Dooley  and  Mr.  Christopher  for,  with 
Mr.  Gwinn  against. 

Mr.  Hebert  and  Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana 
for,  with  Mr.  Talle  against. 

Mr.  Wolverton  and  Mr.  Shelley  for,  with 
Mr.  Radwan  against. 

Mr.  Baring  and  Mr.  Willis  for,  with  Mr. 
Williams  of  New  York  against. 

Mr.  O’Brien  of  New  York  and  Mr.  Sie- 
minski  for,  with  Mr.  Burdick  against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Preston  with  Mr.  Simpson  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  Landrum  with  Mr.  Curtis  of  Missouri. 

Mr.  Kilday  with  Mr.  Kilburn. 

Mr.  Morris  with  Mr.  Reed. 

Mr.  Dies  with  Mr.  Minshall. 

Mr.  Bass  of  Tennessee  with  Mr.  Latham. 

Mr.  Gregory  with  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Powell  with  Mr.  Kearney. 

Mr.  BROOMFIELD  changed  his  vote 
(rom  “yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  \bove  recorded. 


CORRECTION  OF  REMARKS 

Mr.  HOFFMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
CongresskNal  Record  of  Tuesday,  July 
8,  1958,  dailjNcopy,  page  11946,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  made  by  me  that  at  one  time 
a  telephone  operator  in  one  of  the  Wash¬ 
ington  hotels  was  Deporting  conversations 
held  with  the  then.  Secretary  of  State, 
Cordell  Hull,  to  Dre\  Pearson.  At  that 
time,  it  was  stated  tnfc^  I  was  speaking 
only  from  memory  andN^iat,  if  wrong,  I 
would  make  a  correction. 

Subsequently  inquiry  fras  disclosed 
that,  while  an  operator  at \ne  of  the 
hotels  was  listening  in  and  reporting  on 
Hull’s  conversation,  the  report  whs  made; 
not  to  Drew  Pearson,  but  to  a  Ne\York 
publication. 

Permit  me  to  apologize  to  Drew,  anc^ 
express  extreme  gratification  to  leai_ 
that  as  to  at  least  one  disreputable  act 
he  was  not  a  participant. 


■ 


•  Mr.  »  Of  Pf  A' 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  debated  fam/bill.  Rep,  Chnno^  criticized  administration's 
farm  program.  Rep,  Christopher  urged  REA  be  made  independent  agency.  House  re¬ 
jected  rule  to  consider  billyto  develop  marketing  facilities  for  perishable  com¬ 
modities. 


L. 


SENATE 

FARM  PROGRAM.  Continued  debate  on  S,  4071,  the  farm  bill.  \pp.  13645-65, 
13666-71,  13673-703,  13705-33 

Agreed,  67  t p  9,  to  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Young  to  extend  the  National  Wool 
Act  for  4  year's,  until  March  31,  1963,  and  to  authorize  such  a&ditional  appro¬ 
priations  as/may  be  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  wool  program, \provided  no 
price  suppytt  payments  for  wool  (beginning  with  the  1959  market ingVyear)  shall 
exceed  85/percent  of  parity  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  payments  to  pro¬ 
ducers  would  exceed  70  percent  of  gross  receipts  of  the  specific  import  duties 
on  wo  of.  p.  13731 

R/jected  an  amendment  by  Sen,  Bennett,  as  an  amendment  to  the  amendme!\t  by 
Sen/  Young,  which  would  have  authorized  the  Secretary  to  enter  into  agreements 
w/th  wool  organizations  for  the  purpose  of  developing  and  conducting  advertising 
ind  sales  promotion  programs  for  wool,  mohair,  sheep,  or  goats  or  the  product 
thereof,  pp.  13655,  13726 

Pending  at  adjournment  was  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Symington  to  provide  that  the 
level  of  price  support  for  upland  cotton  may  be  not  less  than  65  percent  of  pari 
ty,  if  the  Secretary  determines  under  certain  conditions  that  a  lower  level  than 


-  2  - 


3  4  1^^ 


is  provided  under  present  law  is  desirable  and  proper,  to  provide  that  middl 
1  inch  and  grade  number  3,  one  and  seven- sixteenths  inches  shall  be  the 

f*  ««  rut  'll  4  l*'ii  f  itnl  on/1  1  nn  Of*  <Sn1  D  mf*  rpsnpr.tivelv. 


tandard  quality  of  upland  and  extra  long  staple  cotton,  respectively,  fo? 
purposes  of  price  support,  and  to  strike  out  a  provision  of  the  bill  providing 
thaf;  CCC  shall  not  sell  any  upland  or  extra  long  staple  cotton  for  unr^strictei 
use  it  less  than  15  percent  above  the  current  support  price  for  cotton  plus 
reasonable  carrying  charges,  pp.  13731-32 


2,  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R. 
12738,  the’NDefense  Department  appropriation  bill  for  1959  (S.  Ijjept.  1937), 
pp.  13626,  D«0 

Received  (\ily  22)  from  the  President  various  proposed  supplemental  items, 
including  the'  fbl lowing:  (S.  Doc.  110) 


Authorization  for\ee.  of.  the  equivalent  of  $5,100,000, yLn  foreign  currencies 
accruing  under  Public  Law  480,  for  the  following  purposes:  $1,200,000  for 
translation  of  f orhjgn  publications ,  of  which  $3X5,000  is  to  be  available 
to  the  USDA  LibraryXand  $3,900,000  for  cooperative  scientific  research 
between  the  U,  S,  andNptber  countries  through /^RS ,  AMS,  and  FS. 

Appropriation  of  $100,OOoNfor  immediate  costs  or  the  Outdoor  Recreation 

Resources  Review  Commission,  pending  organization  and  staffing  of  the  Com¬ 
mission, 

Authorization  for  the  Virgin  Inlands  Corporation  to  borrow  not  over 
$1,500,000  for  construction  of  a  water/oist illation  plant. 

Appropriation  of  $215,000,000  for  x:he  business  and  disaster  loan  programs 

of  the  Small  Business  Administration,  and  additional  funds  to  finance  SBA’s 
assistance  of  small  business  in  op^aining  Government  contracts  and  sub¬ 
contracts. 


3.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  The  Armed  Services  Committee  ordered  reported  with  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  bill  H,  R.  13015,  authorizations  for 
military  construction,  p,  D730 


4.  WATER.  The  Public  Works  Cojflmittee  reported  with^amendment  H.  R.  6701,  to  grant 
the  consent  of  Congress  yo  the  Tennessee  River  Baiin  Water  Pollution  Control 
Compact  (S.  Rept,  1961hC  p.  13734 

Agreed  to  S.  Res.  3*28,  to  provide  for  the  print inhof  additional  copies  of 
the  report,  "Water  Developments  and  Potentialities."  'o.  13629 

Sen.  Kuchel  conmrended  the  city  of  Coalinga,  Calif. ,  lor  authorizing  the 
construction  of  y*plant  for  the  conversion  of  saline  watel^  for  public  use. 
p.  13632 


5.  WATERSHEDS.  Both  Houses  received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans Vor  works  of  im¬ 
provement  oft  Adobe  Creek,  Buena  Vista  Creek,  Central  Sonoma,  CalJLf . ,  upper 
Nanticoke/River,  Del,,  Donaldson  Creek,  Ky. ,  Mud  Creek,  Nebr. ,  Peavine  Mountaii 
Nev. ,  Indian  Creek,  Tenn.  and  Miss.,  and  Coon  Creek,  Wis.;  to  Agriculture 
Committees,  pp.  13625,  13623. 


6.  CLAIMS.  Received  from  this  Department  a  report  on  tort  claims  paid  by  cl^e  De¬ 
partment  in  the  fiscal  year  1958.  p.  13625 


7. 


,L  BUSINESS.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  Congress  for  passing  legislation^ 
the  relief  of  small  business,  p.  13636 


8.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  a  letter  and  newspaper  editorial  praising  the 
enactment  of  legislation  for  the  establishment  of  an  Outdoor  Recreation  Re¬ 
sources  Review  Commission,  pp.  13733-34 
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Mr.  Stennis,  from  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  submitted 

the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  13015] 

The  Committee  on  Armed  Services,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.  R.  13015)  to  authorize  certain  construction  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  and  the  military  departments,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  an  amendment 
and  recommend  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  do  pass. 

Purpose  of  the  Bill 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  provide  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
the  military  departments  with  authorizations  to  construct  facilities 
both  in  the  United  States  and  at  certain  overseas  locations  in  the  total 
amount  of  $2,599,562,000. 

The  authorizations  include:  New  authorizations  in  the  amount  of 
$1,644,641,000,  additions  to  prior  year  authorizations  totaling 
$64,455,000;  authorizations  to  construct  30,000  title  VIII  family 
housing  units  with  an  estimated  end  cost  to  the  Government  of 
approximately  $833,220,000; 1  and  authorizations  to  construct  Re¬ 
serve  and  National  Guard  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $57,246,000. 

1  While  such  housing  is  not  considered  a  budget  item,  nevertheless  the  units  must  be  paid  for  and  this  bill 
cannot  properly  be  evaluated  unless  the  housing  costs  are  also  considered — for  once  approved  and  made 
part  of  law— they  present  a  charge  against  the  taxpayer,  a  charge  that  is  legitimate  as  any  outright  authoriza¬ 
tion  and  appropriation  (see  section  on  military  family  housing  later  in  this  report) . 
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By  title,  the  authorizations  (excluding  housing)  are  as  follows : 

Title  I  (Army): 

New  authorizations: 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $104,  325,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  8,  732,  000 

Classified _ ^ _  63,  906,  000 

Emergency  construction _  25,  000,  000 


Subtotal  (new) _ . _  201,  963,  000 

Additions  to  prior  authorizations _  30,  847,  000 


Army,  grand  total _  232,  810,  000 


Title  II  (Navy): 

New  authorizations: 

Inside  continental  United  States _  216,  309,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  16,  384,  000 

Classified _  66,  194,  000 

Emergency  construction _ _ _  25,  000,  000 


Subtotal  (new) _  323,  887,  000 

Additions  to  prior  authorizations _  15,  825,  000 


Navy,  grand  total _  339,  712,  000 


Title  III  (Air  Force): 

New  authorizations: 

Inside  continental  United  States _  541,  236,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  123,  654,  000 

Classified _  195,  500,  000 

Emergency  construction _  25,  000,  000 


Subtotal  (new) _  885,390,000 

Additions  to  prior  authorizations _  17,  783,  000 


Air  Force,  grand  total _  903,  173,  000 


Title  IV  (Department  of  Defense) : 

Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency _  50,  000,  000 

Missile  systems _  183,  401,  000 


Department  of  Defense,  grand  total _  233,  401,  000 


Title  V  (general  provisions) :  Housing  (contingent  liability) _  833,  220,  000 

Title  VI  (Reserve  facilities) : 

Army: 

National  Guard _  23,  298,  000 

Reserve _ _  5,  032,  000 


Total,  Army _  28,  330,  000 


Naval  and  Marine  Reserves _  11,  886,  000 


Air  Force: 

National  Guard _  11,  976,  000 

Reserves _  5,  054,  000 


Total,  Air  Force _  17,  030,  000 


Subtotal,  Reserves  and  National  Guard _  57,  246,  000 


Grand  total,  bill _  2,  599,  562,  000 
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3 


Form  of  Committee  Action 

The  bill  on  which  the  committee  has  held  its  hearings  is  S.  3756. 
The  companion  bill  as  passed  by  the  House  is  H.  R.  13015.  Subse¬ 
quent  to  the  passage  of  H.  R.  13015  by  the  House,  certain  additional 
amendments  were  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  and  re¬ 
quested  by  Department  of  Defense.  These  changes,  together  with 
those  recommended  by  the  committee,  made  it  desirable  to  report  a 
clean  bill  instead  of  adding  the  required  number  of  amendments  to 
the  House-passed  bill. 

Committee  Review  Procedure 

For  the  past  5  fiscal  years  the  annual  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  program  has  averaged  approximately  $2  billion,  annually.  The 
actual  authorizations  approved  by  Congress  for  each  year  is  shown 
below  (these  figures  exclude  title  VIII  family  housing) : 


[In  millions] 


Fiscal 
year  1953 

Fiscal 
year  1954 

Fiscal 
year  1955 

Fiscal 
year  1956 

Fiscal 
year  1957 

Fiscal 
year  1958 

Total 

$250 
228 
1, 514 

$134 

87 

189 

$314 

224 

982 

$546 

576 

1,393 

$334 

451 

1,530 

$293 
338 
1, 152 

$1,871 
1,904 
6, 760 

Air  Force _ _ 

1,992 

410 

1,520 

2,515 

2,315 

1,783 

10,535 

A  more  detailed  summation  follows : 

Summary  of  military  construction  program  1 


[In  millions] 


Fiscal 
year  1953 

Fiscal 
year  1954 

Fiscal 
year  1955 

Fiscal 
year  1956 

Fiscal 
year  1957 

Fiscal 
year  1958 

Army  annual  authorization  2 _ 

$250 

$134 

$314 

$546 

$334 

$293 

586 

0 

0 

485 

202 

310 

Army  annual  obligation.  _  _ 

351 

343 

387 

450 

351 

>  63 

513 

361 

345 

383 

413 

3  224 

Army  unobligated  balance  at  end  of  fiscal 

994 

651 

264 

300 

161 

* 4  419 

Navy  annual  authorization  2 _ 

228 

87 

224 

676 

451 

338 

Navy  annual  appropriation _ 

363 

0 

98 

443 

400 

265 

Navy  annual  obligation _ _ 

403 

204 

217 

418 

408 

>88 

Navy  annual  expenditure..  _  _  _ 

470 

352 

220 

246 

354 

230 

Navy  unobligated  balance  at  end  of  fiscal 

476 

272 

154 

178 

178 

>  4  390 

Air  Force  annual  authorization  2 _ 

1,514 
1, 200 
1,200 
999 

189 

982 

1, 393 
994 

1,  530 

1,152 

Air  Force  annual  appropriation _ 

241 

630 

1,198 

1.420 

Air  Force  annual  obligation... _ 

803 

1,373 

1, 016 

473 

1, 127 

1,182 

3  164 

917 

1,313 

342 

1, 083 

367 

>  606 

Air  Force  unobligated  balance  at  end  of 

1,770 

1,207 

> 4 1, 628 

1  Excluding  Reserve  Forces,  except  for  Air  Force  appropriations,  obligations  and  expenditures. 
■  Including  recissions  and  amendments  by  later  public  laws, 
s  As  of  Jan.  31, 1958. 

4  Adjusted  to  include  anticipated  reimbursements. 

Source:  Prepared  by  OASD  (Properties  and  Installations,  Mar.  12,  1958). 
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If  the  amount  of  $1,709,173,000  (excluding  title  VIII  family  hous¬ 
ing)  contained  in  this  fiscal  year  1959  bill  is  added,  the  6-year  total  will 
be  $12,244,173,000.  If  the  estimated  cost  to  the  Government  of  all 
title  VIII  housing  including  those  authorized  in  this  bill,  totaling  ap¬ 
proximately  $3,400,000,000,  are  added,  the  grant  total  for  fiscal  year 
1953  through  fiscal  year  1959  will  be  approximately  $15,644,173,000. 

While  $15  billion  is  a  very  large  sum,  it  does  not  represent  a  com¬ 
plete  picture.  The  above  tabulation  viewed  simply  as  data  presents 
accurately  enough  the  dry,  unimaginative  construction  costs.  Behind 
these  figures,  however,  stand  the  major  policy  decisions  upon  which 
our  country’s  defenses  rest;  and  when  the  personnel,  maintenance  and 
operation,  and  equipment  costs  are  added,  the  order  of  magnitude  of 
our  Nation’s  defensive  effort  begins  to  appear  in  true  perspective. 

In  1954  the  Spanish  bases  started.  In  1956,  the  first  ICBM  base 
was  approved  by  Congress.  Now  the  Spanish  bases  are  nearly  com¬ 
pleted.  The  chronology  of  the  military  construction  program  since 
1953  is  also  a  history  of  the  evolution — even  revolution — that  has 
taken  place  in  the  field  of  military  science  and  tactics  in  this  nuclear, 
jet,  rocket,  satellite  age. 

This  year  in  its  review  of  the  fiscal  year  1959  construction  bill,  the 
committee  placed  greater  emphasis  on  the  major  policy  areas  which 
create  the  forces  that  require  the  facilities.  This  does  not  mean  that 
full  consideration  was  not  given  to  each  specific  line  item  contained  in 
the  several  hundreds  of  pages  of  justification  books.  The  unclassified 
published  record  of  the  hearings  is  available.  It  is  indexed  by  major 
subject  and  installation.  Where  security  considerations  permit,  full 
details  are  shown.  However,  based  on  past  experience,  it  has  become 
obvious  to  this  committee  that  the  very  act  of  authorizing  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  bases  from  which  military  operations  may  be  conducted 
cannot  be  divorced  from  the  broader  field  of  policy.  The  committee 
has  become  well  familiar  with  the  routine  and  repetitive  line  items 
that  go  to  make  up  the  far  greater  majority  of  the  3,000  or  4,000  such 
items  normally  found  in  this  type  legislation.  In  addition,  the  com¬ 
mittee  has  been  pleased  to  note  that  during  the  past  years  more  than 
90  percent  of  all  construction  contracts  have  been  let  on  competitive 
bid  basis  which  means  that  if  the  principle  of  constructing  a  military 
facility  to  support  a  military  operational  requirement  at  a  given  loca¬ 
tion  is  agreed  upon,  the  cost  to  the  Government  will  normally  be 
based  on  the  lowest  bid  obtainable. 

With  this  in  mind,  the  committee  as  stated  before,  emphasized  this 
year  the  major  and  special  policy  areas  involved  rather  than  a  detailed 
review  of  the  line  items  only.  The  committee  wishes  to  emphasize  again 
that  past  experience  indicates  that  the  committees  of  Congress  can¬ 
not  avoid  making  policy  decisions  when  they  consider  and  report  this 
type  of  legislation. 

With  regard  to  these  major  policy  areas,  prior  to  starting  the  hear¬ 
ings,  the  committee  worked  out  a  schedule  with  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  each  service,  indicating  the  subjects  to  be  covered,  typical 
were  the  ballistic  missile  programs,  antisubmarine  warfare  require¬ 
ments,  and  continental  air  defense  weapons  systems. 
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Criteria 

As  lias  been  the  practice  in  previous  years,  a  standard  criteria  was 
established  in  light  of  which  all  services’  requests  were  compared. 
A  general  outline  of  this  criteria  is  as  follows: 

1.  Line  items  to  be  considered  firm  requirements: 

(a)  All  operational  aspects  properly  justified  and  for  which 
the  services  plan  to  request  fiscal  year  1959  appropriations. 

( b )  Replacement  of  inadequate  or  substandard  facilities  con¬ 
sidered  essential  to  morale  and  well-being,  including  chapels, 
service  clubs,  and  the  like. 

(c)  Community  and  recreational  facilities  and  housing  at  iso¬ 
lated  installations,  or  where  local  civilian  community  support 
does  not  exist  within  a  reasonable  distance  or  comparable  cost. 

(i d )  Key  service-school  installations  for  which  the  services  have 
a  long  peacetime  need. 

(e)  Deficiency  authorizations  pertaining  to  prior  authorized 
projects  resultant  from  cost-of  living  increases,  from  changes  in 
military  technology,  and  new  operational  concepts. 

(/)  Family  housing  units  where  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has 
certified  that  the  number  of  units  to  be  constructed  are  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  the  long-range  troop  basis,  and  that 
the  number  to  be  constructed  when  added  to  existing  assets,  will 
not  result  in  greater  than  55  percent  of  requirements. 

2.  Items  considered  feasible  to  delete  or  defer: 

(a)  Community-type  items  where  adequate  facilities  already 
exist,  suitable  facilities  are  available,  or  local  civilian  community 
can  provide  similar  support  within  a  reasonable  distance. 

(b)  Replacement  of  existing  adequate  administration  buildings, 
hospitals,  warehouses,  and  headquarters  building. 

(c)  Replacement  of  temporary  barracks  and  bachelor  officers 
quarters  where  70  percent  of  permanent  requirement  is  met  by 
permanent  facilities  already  provided,  or  under  construction. 

(d)  Family  housing  where  there  exists  adequate  civilian  com¬ 
munity  support  at  a  reasonable  distance  and  at  comparable  cost; 
or  sufficient  prior  authorization;  or  where  construction  of  addi¬ 
tional  units  would  provide  more  than  55  percent  of  the  perma¬ 
nent  maximum  requirement. 

( e )  All  items  not  being  funded. 

( f )  All  items  of  permanent  construction  at  installations  which 
services  cannot  certify  as  consistent  with  long  range  requirements 
or  troop  basis. 

3.  Items  considered  feasible  to  add: 

(a)  Urgent  operational  facilities  which  the  services  had  justi¬ 
fied  in  previous  years  but  which  were  not  included  in  the  fiscal 
year  1959  program  for  purely  fiscal  purposes. 

(b)  Operational  and  supporting  facilities  essential  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  predicted  operational  dates  of  new  weapons 
systems  currently  being  developed  and  produced. 
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Department  of  Defense  Review  Procedure 

As  in  preceding  years,  the  form  of  action  within  Department  of 
Defense  in  reviewing  the  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  au¬ 
thorization  bill  prior  to  its  submission  to  Congress,  followed  the 
established  pattern  and  procedure  which  are  now  so  familiar  to  this 
committee — a  procedure  which  has  considerably  improved  with  each 
successive  year.  Each  year  the  committee  has  complimented  the 
Office,  Secretary  of  Defense  (Properties  and  Installations),  and  this 
year  is  no  exception.  Without  the  knowledge  that  each  fiscal  year 
construction  bill  is  so  reviewed  and  supervised,  the  committee’s  job 
would  be  much  more  difficult. 

The  development  of  an  annual  construction  program  has  its  genesis, 
at  least  one  year  preceding  its  presentation  to  Congress  in  the  form  of 
proposed  legislation.  As  of  now,  the  fiscal  year  1960  program  is 
beginning  to  take  concrete  shape  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Each  service  reviews  the  requests  submitted  from  the  field  and  fol¬ 
lowing  their  approval  at  the  Washington  level,  submits  the  services 
package  to  the  Office,  Secretary  of  Defense  where  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  (Properties  and  Installations)  coordinates  and 
combines  each  item  into  an  overall  defense  package.  Next,  the 
unified  program  is  forwarded  to  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  thence  back 
to  the  Department  of  Defense  where  the  Bureau’s  actions  (normally 
reductions)  are  reexamined  and  either  accepted  or  reclama  submitted. 
Then  it  finally  reaches  Congress. 

Often  this  review  is  repeated  several  times  before  the  construction 
program  becomes  proposed  legislation.  Last  year,  if  the  committee 
is  correctly  informed,  approximately  seven  review  cycles  were  com¬ 
pleted  before  finalization.  This  year  is  no  exception  because  the  bill 
was  received  once  again  much  later  in  the  session  than  had  been 
anticipated. 

The  committee  cannot  help  but  feel  that  the  annual  construction 
program  should  be  submitted  to  Congress  early  in  the  session  in  order 
that  it  may  receive  the  consideration  it  merits. 

Secretary  of  Defense  McElroy,  in  responding  along  this  line  before 
the  House  Appropriations  Committee,  replied: 

I  think  what  we  have  got  to  say  in  answer  to  the  question 
is  that  we  are  not  doing  very  well  on  that  one  and  we  had 
better  get  at  it;  that  is  not  a  good  answer,  but  neverthe¬ 
less.  *  *  * 

The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Properties  and  Installations), 
Hon.  Floyd  S.  Bryant,  had  the  following  to  state  regarding  the  review 
of  the  bill: 

I  wish  to  assure  the  committee  that  each  project  in  this 
bill  was  individually  and  specifically  reviewed  and  screened, 
in  order  to  assure  that  the  facilities  being  requested  were 
strictly  limited  only  to  those  definitely  required  to  properly 
support  the  missions  assigned  to  our  military  forces. 

During  the  examination  of  this  program  in  my  office,  and  in 
the  other  offices  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  particular  care 
was  taken  to  verify  that  those  projects  selected  for  inclusion 
in  this  bill  were  needed  to  support  long-term  future  objec¬ 
tives,  military  plans,  and  force  levels. 
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We  are  well  aware  that  heavy  expenditures  for  new  weap¬ 
ons  will  create  a  tremendous  financial  burden  for  the  next 
several  years.  For  this  reason,  the  items  requested  in  this 
bill  have  been  strictly  limited  to  those  for  which  a  com¬ 
pelling  military  necessity  exists.  Projects  which  were 
merely  desirable,  but  not  essential,  have  been  eliminated. 
Moreover,  those  projects  which  were  approved  for  inclusion 
in  this  bill  were  each  scrutinized  from  the  standpoint  of 
size,  cost,  location,  and  proper  designs.  Uniform  space  and 
design  criteria  were  applied  throughout  the  three  Depart¬ 
ments. 

Questionable  projects  were  discussed  in  detail  with  the 
respective  service  representatives,  and  this  year,  as  a  result 
of  our  review  and  screening  procedures,  the  programs  sub¬ 
mitted  by  all  of  the  Departments  were  reduced  from  their 
original  total  of  $2,248  million,  to  an  approved  total  of 
$1,694,160,000.  Then,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  conducted 
a  still  further  review,  during  which  the  program  was  further 
reduced  to  $1,684,361,000,  which  is  the  amount  now  before 
your  committee.  We  feel  that  this  is  the  minimum  amount 
needed  to  satisfactorily  support  the  missions  assigned  to  our 
military  forces. 

He  had  the  following  to  say  with  regard  to  the  objectives  of  the  bill 

presented  to  Congress. 

The  construction  projects  comprising  this  bill  total 
$1,684,361,000,  of  which  $347,028,000  is  for  the  Army; 
$301,062,000  for  the  Navy;  $986,271,000  for  the  Air  Force; 
and  $50  million  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  All  of  the 
items  for  which  construction  authorization  is  requested  are 
in  support  of  our  retaliatory  and  defensive  forces,  and  the 
major  portion  is  in  support  of  new  programs  which  are  part 
of  the  scientific  and  technical  advances  that  are  rapidly  being 
made  in  our  weapons  systems.  For  example,  $545  million 
in  this  bill,  or  32  percent,  is  directly  in  support  of  our  missile 
programs,  and  their  associated  nuclear  capability;  approxi¬ 
mately  $230  million,  or  14  percent,  is  requested  for  expanded 
radar  defense  systems;  $208  million,  or  12  percent,  is  for 
improving  the  capabilities  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command; 
and  $178  million,  or  11  percent,  is  for  research  and  develop¬ 
ment,  for  antimissile  missiles,  and  for  the  facilities  covered 
by  title  IV  which  are  required  to  support  outer  space  projects. 
Substantial  amounts  are  also  included  in  support  of  sub¬ 
marine  and  antisubmarine  activities,  fighter  aircraft  pro¬ 
grams,  and  combat  training. 

Status  of  military  construction  authorizations. — In  order 
that  the  committee  may  review  the  status  of  all  military 
construction  authorization  through  fiscal  years  1948  to  date, 
the  following  summary  is  provided: 
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[In  millions] 


Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Total 

Total  authorizations  fiscal  year  1948  through 
fiscal  year  1958 _ _  ..  ..  _ 

$4, 401 

$3, 734 

$12, 168 

$20, 303 

Less  unfunded  authorizations  repealed  and  re¬ 
scinded  through  fiscal  year  1957 _ 

-629 

-324 

-1,119 

-2, 072 

Less  estimated  unfunded  authorization  to  bo 

-61 

-17 

-164 

-232 

repealed  by  sec.  506  of  Public  Law  85-241 _ 

Less  appropriations  fiscal  year  1948  through 
fiscal  year  1958 _  _ _ _ 

-3, 358 

-3, 012 

-9, 617 

-16, 987 

Less  dollar  equivalent  of  counterpart  fund  pesetas 
utilized  through  fiscal  year  1958  _  .  . _ 

0 

-26 

-53 

-79 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at 
end  fiscal  year  1958 . .  .  . . .  . 

363 

355 

1,215 

1,933 

Additional  new  authorization  proposed  by  fiscal 
year  1959  bill..  _  _  _ 

+347 

+301 

+986 

+1,634 

Increases  in  prior  year’s  authorization  proposed 
by  fiscal  year  1959  bill  ...  . .  ..  _ 

+14 

+16 

+18 

+48 

Total  of  fiscal  year  1958  residual  and  pro¬ 
posed  fiscal  year  1959  authorizations _ 

724 

672 

2,219 

3, 615 

Less  unfunded  authorization  to  be  repealed  by 
sec.  507  of  fiscal  year  1959  bill  ...  _  ... 

-168 

-73 

-787 

-1,028 

Less  proposed  fiscal  year  1959  appropriation _ 

-341 

-360 

-992 

-1,693 

Less  counterpart  fund  pesetas  proposed  for  utili¬ 
zation  in  fiscal  year  1959  _  _ 

0 

-15 

-26 

-40 

Residual  authorization  to  be  available  at 
end  of  fiscal  year  1959 _ _ _ _ 

215 

224 

415 

854 

This  tabulation  illustrates  that  the  amount  of  residual 
authorization  available  to  the  three  military  departments  is 
being  steadily  reduced  each  fiscal  year.  This  means  that 
each  year  the  lowest  priority  projects  are  eliminated  through 
the  annual  rescission  of  unfunded  authorization,  as  provided 
under  section  507  of  this  bill.  Consequently,  the  balance  of 
residual  authorization  left  available  consists  of  both  urgently 
needed  projects,  and  other  projects  for  which  the  requirement 
has  changed  due  to  revisions  in  missions  and  weapons.  The 
military  departments  are  each  using  part  of  their  annual 
construction  appropriations  to  assure  continued  progress  on 
the  most  urgent  of  these  residual  projects.  The  remainder  of 
their  annual  appropriation  is  applied  to  essential  new  project 
authorizations.  It  is  necessary  that  a  proper  balance  and 
control  be  maintained  between  these  two  segments  of  the 
program,  so  that  construction  can  satisfactorily  proceed  on 
both  residual  and  new  authorization,  at  a  rate  which  is  in 
proper  relationship  to  the  funds  the  Defense  Department 
can  make  available  for  military  construction.  In  order  to 
achieve  this,  the  amount  of  new  project  authorization 
requested  this  year  has  been  closely  limited.  It  is  intended 
to  fund  and  utilize  all  of  this  new  authorization  during  fiscal 
year  1959. 

As  indicated  before,  the  committee  compliments  the  personnel  of 
the  Office  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Properties  and 
Installations)  as  well  as  those  of  the  three  departments  in  their  actions 
in  formulating  this  year’s  construction  program.  The  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  as  presented  to  the  committee  represents  one  of  the  best  thought 
out  programs  received.  It  is  quite  apparent  that  standard  procedures 
have  been  applied  which  in  themselves  make  for  better  unification, 
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and  that  by  far  the  greater  percentage  of  the  requests  are  on  a 
reasonable  and  austere  basis.  They  represent  primarily  operational 
and  supporting  items  essential  to  the  better  functioning  of  the  Defense 
Establishment. 

If  the  bill  as  presented  had  not  involved  certain  underlying  policy 
matters,  it  would  have  been  almost  possible  for  the  committee  to 
recommend  approval  of  the  proposed  bill  with  very  few  changes. 

AREAS  OF  COMMITTEE  CONCERN 

As  previously  stated,  the  committee,  while  thoroughly  reviewing 
the  many  line  items,  directed  its  primary  attention  to  the  major 
defense  policy  areas.  As  a  result,  some  of  the  conclusions  cause  a 
definite  impact  on  certain  areas — which,  had  they  been  considered 
in  the  light  ofj  simple  construction  criteria  alone,  would  have  occa¬ 
sioned  little  or  no  concern. 

While  the  purely  technical  review  procedures  developed  by  Defense 
have  improved  in  a  most  satisfactory  manner,  there  remains  one  area 
of  transcending  importance  where  adequate  coordination  (or  even 
decisions)  is  apparently  lacking.  This  situation  caused  to  be  suspect 
some  of  the  construction  items  in  the  bill  which,  if  viewed  unilaterally, 
would  normally  seem  sound. 

The  committee  refers  to  the  need  for  a  coordinated  and  concurrent 
development  of  the  construction  program  in  the  light  of  approved 
national  policies  and  in  support  of  approved  and  unified  long-range 
military  plans,  force  levels,  and  objectives  required  by  the  approved 
national  policies — this  in  order  to  insure  that — 

(а)  True  operational  requirements  are  given  priority  over 
marginal  ones. 

(б)  Locations  selected  for  key  strategic  installations  are  con¬ 
sistent  with  operational  needs,  vulnerability  studies,  and  not  on 
purely  fiscal  ones. 

(c)  Facilities  for  new  weapons  systems  are  constructed  in  time 
to  meet  the  planned  operational  and  deployment  dates  of  these 
new  weapons. 

(d)  Decisions  are  made  between  duplicating  weapons  systems 
prior  to  the  request  that  duplicating  facilities  be  constructed. 

(e)  Additional  facilities  are  not  constructed  for  antiquated 
weapons  systems  or  soon  to  be  outdated  ones  (when  proper 
coordination  with  long-range  planning  in  light  of  new  develop¬ 
ments  would  eliminate  such). 

(/)  Housing  and  other  personnel  facilities  are  constructed  on 
the  most  economical  basis,  and  in  direct  relation  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  known  and  approved  long-range  troop  basis. 

( g )  Fiscal  decisions  alone  are  not  allowed  to  determine  military 
capabilities  once  the  military  program  has  been  approved  in 
light  of  approved  national  policy. 

( h )  Facilities  are  constructed  at  overseas  bases  on  an  austere 
basis  to  meet  operational  requirements  only,  and  in  full  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  realities  of  the  international  political  and 
diplomatic  climate. 

( i )  Continuous  supervision  by  qualified  personnel  of  military 
construction  projects  to  insure  adherence  to  the  principles  of 
competitive  bid  and  minimum  cost  to  the  Government. 
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O')  Full  consideration  is  given  to  the  possible  impact  of  the 
military  construction  program  on  our  Nation's  economy  both 
now  and  in  the  future. 

Final  Committee  Action 

As  a  result  of  its  deliberations,  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee 
differs  in  major  dollar  areas  from  that  originally  presented,  as  indi¬ 
cated  below.  (The  specific  reasons  and  recommendations  are  covered 
in  more  detail  in  subsequent  paragraphs.) 


Authorizations 

Original 

Committee 

action 

Difference 

Active  Forces: 

Army _ _ 

$377, 875, 000 
316, 887, 000 
1,004,054,000 
50, 000, 000 

$232, 810, 000 
339,712,000 
903, 173, 000 
233, 401, 000 

-$145,065,000 
+22, 825. 000 
-100, 881, 000 
+183, 401, 000 

Total _ _ _ _ 

1, 748, 816, 000 

1, 709, 096, 000 

-39, 720,000 

Housing  (title  VIII): 

50, 000 
1,388, 700,000 

30, 000 
833, 220, 000 

-555, 480, 000 

Reserve  forces: 

National  Guard: 

0 

11, 976, 000 

23, 298, 000 
11,976,000 

+23, 298, 000 
0 

Air  Force _ _ _  _ 

11, 976, 000 

35, 274, 000 

+23, 298, 000 

Organized  Reserves: 

0 

11,886, 000 

5, 054, 000 

5, 032, 000 
11,886,000 
5, 054, 000 

+5, 032, 000 
0 
0 

16, 940, 000 

21,972,000 

+5, 032, 000 

28, 916, 000 

57, 246, 000 

+28, 330, 000 

Grand  total _ 

3, 166, 432, 000 

2,  599, 562, 000 

-566, 870, 000 

Nothing  in  this  report  should  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  lacks  faith  in  the  Department  of  Defense  or  the  three  services, 
nor  in  any  of  the  dedicated  individuals  who  appeared  before  the 
committee.  On  the  contrary,  the  committee  is  proud  of  the  Defense 
Establishment.  It  is  felt,  however,  that  as  in  all  complex  human 
endeavors,  there  is  always  room  for  improvement.  This  is  a  field 
which  requires  understanding  and  cooperation  between  all  branches 
of  government.  The  committee’s  actions  and  recommendations, 
while  quite  critical  of  certain  areas,  are  made  with  constructive  intent 
only. 

United  States  Military  Policy 

Predicated  on  a  basic  national  policy  of  nonaggression  supported 
by  the  belief  that  a  sound  economy  is  essential  to  the  security  of  the 
free  world,  it  can  be  stated  that  the  military  policy  of  the  United 
States  consists  of  four  basic  interrelated  and  mutually  supporting 
concepts.  The  foregoing  represents  in  the  committee’s  mind  a  gen¬ 
eral  and  broad  resume  of  the  sum  total  of  the  various  policies  enunci¬ 
ated  by  senior  Defense  officials  in  statements  before  this  committee 
over  the  past  several  years  and  focalized  during  hearings  this  year. 
It  is  quite  obvious  to  the  committee  that  all  military  personnel  and 
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senior  civilian  officials  with  the  Department  of  Defense  do  not  agree 
amongst  each  other  as  to  the  relative  importance  of  these  four  areas. 
In  fact,  each  service  seems  to  place  its  own  unilateral  measurement 
upon  each  one.  Nevertheless,  it  is  clear  to  the  committee  that  these 
are  the  prime  concepts  upon  which  the  various  services  are  basing 
their  requirements  for  forces.  They  are: 

(1)  Warning  (because  the  enemy  can  be  expected  to  move 
first) . 

(2)  Retaliation  (an  offensive  strike  capability  second  to  none 
in  tbe  event  of  an  enemy  attack). 

(3)  Defense  (either  100  percent  or  sufficient  to  deter  attack 
and  protect  retaliation  forces). 

(4)  Limited  war  capability  (that  capability  sufficient  to  handle 
“brush  fires”  or  to  move  strategically  in  sufficient  time  and  with 
adequate  force  to  avoid  the  loss  of  vital  strategic  areas  and  if 
possible  to  prevent  the  outbreak  of  general  war). 

This  bill  contains  authorizations  designed  to  meet  certain  con¬ 
struction  requirements  relative  to  the  above.  Obviously  a  single  bill 
cannot  satisfy  all  of  these  requirements.  While  certain  specific 
details  are  classified,  it  is  possible  to  discuss  many  of  the  salient  ones. 

WARNING  CONCEPT 

All  witnesses  appeared  convinced  that  we  must  establish  and  main¬ 
tain  the  best  possible  warning  system.  Otherwise  the  adherence  to  a 
policy  of  nonaggression  could  prove  fatal,  especially  in  an  era  where 
reaction  time  is  at  a  premium.  The  committee  emphatically  concurs 
in  this  concept.  The  warning  systems  must  be  attuned  not  only  to 
the  military  requirements  of  threat  from  manned  bombers,  ballistic 
missiles  and  submarines,  but  also  to  international  diplomatic  and 
political  threats.  The  basic  military  warning  systems  consist  of: 

DEW  line 

The  distant  early  warning  (DEW)  line  is  designed  to  flash  instant 
warning  to  a  joint  Canadian-United  States  combat  operations  center 
located  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo.  This  headquarters  is  called  the 
North  American  Air  Defense  Command  (NORAD).  It  is  designed 
to  be  effective  against  manned  bombers  and  cruise  type  missiles,  but 
it  cannot  presently  cope  with  intercontinental  ballistic  missiles.  It 
consists  of  a  string  of  radar  stations  stretching  from  Point  Barrow, 
Alaska  in  the  west  to  Baffin  Island  in  the  east  and  then  with  eastward 
and  westward  extensions  into  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  Oceans, 
respectively. 

Title  III  (Air  Force)  contains  an  authorization  request  in  the 
amount  of  $25  million  for  the  eastward  extension. 

The  program  to  establish  a  distant  early  warning  (DEW)  line 
resulted  from  the  consideration  of  many  studies,  official  and  unofficial, 
of  what  was  needed  for  the  early  detection  of  an  air  attack  upon  the 
United  States.  The  specific  recommendation  that  the  United  States 
establish  a  DEW  line  came  from  the  Lincoln  Summer  Study  C’oup, 
which  met  in  the  summer  of  1952  to  discuss  and  study  air  defense 
problems.  This  group,  composed  of  scientists,  engineers,  and  military 
personnel,  recommended  that  a  line  be  established  across  extreme 
northern  Alaska  and  Canada  to  (1)  make  surprise  attack  most  difficult; 
(2)  improve  active  and  passive  defensive  capabilities;  (3)  minimize 
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disruptive  disorganization  upon  attack;  and  (4)  make  possible  the 
concept  of  effective  “defense  in  depth.” 

Following  the  summer  study  group  recommendations,  presentations 
on  concepts  were  made  to  high  level  Government  agencies.  As  a 
result,  the  Ah  Research  and  Development  Command  of  the  Air  Force 
was  given  responsibility,  in  late  1952,  for  developing  techniques.  In 
this  program,  the  Ah  Research  and  Development  Command,  with 
Western  Electric  Co.  as  a  prime  contractor,  constructed  and  tested  a 
prototype  facility  in  the  United  States. 

In  1954,  Western  Electric  Co.  was  given  a  prime  contract  to  prepare 
an  outline  plan  and  systems  engineering  study  for  a  warning  system 
in  the  Arctic,  and  to  proceed  with  the  architectural  work  and  plans 
for  implementing  the  entire  project.  1954  is  considered  as  the  date 
when  the  active  portion  of  the  project  to  implement  DEW  line  began; 
the  initial  portion  became  operational  in  mid-1957. 

The  Ah  Force  has  increased  the  scope  of  the  original  project  to 
provide  for  eastern  and  western  extensions  of  the  now  operational 
center  portion.  Land-based  radars  in  Alaska  and  along  the  Aleutian 
Islands  are  being  improved,  installed,  and  integrated  into  the  system 
to  provide  an  extended  capability.  Also,  in  order  that  the  North 
American  portion  may  be  tied  into  NATO  early  warning  systems,  the 
United  States  is  extending  the  line  to  the  east.  The  Air  Force  also 
has  active  plans  to  modernize  it  with  newer  equipment  in  order  to 
keep  it  abreast  of  the  increasing  capabilities  of  modern  aircraft. 

DEW  line,  coupled  with  associated  airborne  early  warning  ahcraft 
and  picket  ships,  should  provide  for  prompt  warning  of  an  attack 
on  the  United  States  by  ah -breathing  vehicles,  such  as  the  manned 
bomber  and  cruise  type  missiles  such  as  the  SNARK. 

While  the  DEW  line  in  its  present  configuration  will  not  provide 
early  warning  of  an  ICBM  attack,  this  will  not  negate  its  usefulness  for 
many  years  to  come.  The  line  will  be  a  necessary  part  of  our  ah 
defense  system  as  long  as  a  potential  enemy  has  the  capability  of 
launching  an  attack  by  manned  bombers  and  cruise  type  missiles. 
Present  indications  are  that  such  a  situation  could  exist  many  years 
into  the  future.  Further,  the  DEW  line  is  a  valuable  aid  to  naviga¬ 
tion  our  own  and  friendly  ahcraft  in  the  areas  covered;  this  can  con¬ 
tinue  indefinitely. 

The  Ah  Force  states  that  tests  of  the  DEW  line  recently  conducted 
prove  it  is  performing  within  or  better  than  design  capability.  It  is 
hoped  that  it  will  never  have  to  be  used  for  its  intended  purpose;  but  if 
it  is,  it  will  be  there. 

The  AF  states  that  the  programed  construction  costs  for  DEW  line 
through  fiscal  year  1959  are  as  follows: 

DEW  line  (main) _  $297,  900,  000 

DEW  line  (west) _  40,  000,  000 

DEW  line  (east) _  45,  000,  000 

The  above  figures,  however,  do  not  accurately  portray  all  the  totals 
involved.  It  has  been  estimated  that  the  ultimate  cost  of  DEW  line 
will  be  in  excess  of  $1  billion  and  that  its  annual  operating  cost  will 
be  around  $200  million. 

Mid-Canada  line 

DEW  line  is  backed  up  by  the  mid-Canada  line,  a  radar  chain 
extending  across  Canada  at  the  latitude  of  approximately  55°,  north. 
It  is  essentially  a  radar  fence  consisting  of  gap-filler  radars  (un- 
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manned)  that  have  the  capability  of  warning  of  aircraft  penetration. 
These  stations  cannot,  however,  determine  direction  or  speed. 

PINE  TREE  line 

Extending  roughly  along  the  United  States — Canadian  border  is 
the  PINE  TREE  line,  an  integrated  warning,  tracking,  and  ground 
controlled  electronic  system  which  can  direct  interceptors  to  enemy 
aircraft  traversing  the  area. 

Aircraft  control  and  warning 

While  DEW  line  is  designed  to  provide  the  warning  of  penetration 
by  enemy  forces  around  the  perimeter  where  it  has  been  constructed, 
it  is  backed  up  and  supported  by  aircraft  control  and  warning  stations 
located  throughout  the  United  States,  Alaska,  and  Canada.  A  total 
of  $125,239,000  is  included  in  the  bill  for  these  stations.  The  largest 
increment  of  this  warning  and  control  program  is  for  the  first  phase  of 
the  programed  radar  improvements.  This  package  principally  pro¬ 
vides  facilities  at  primary  radar  sites  in  the  United  States  for  the 
installation  of  high  powered  systems  and  long-range  radars  to  provide 
a  frequency  diversity  capability  in  the  warning  system.  This  is  de¬ 
signed  to  im.prove  identification  capabilities  as  well  as  decrease  enemy 
capabilities  to  effectively  utilize  electronic  countermeasures  against  our 
radars.  The  construction  involved  in  this  type  of  radar  improvement 
consists  primarily  of  the  procurement  and  installation  of  enclosed 
radar  towers  and  provision  of  large  quantities  of  electric  power  for 
operation  of  the  newer  high  powered  radars. 

Several  new  installations  are  included  within  this  category.  They 
are  as  follows: 


Department 

Name  of  installation 

location 

Purpose 

Sundance  Air  Force  Station _ 

Sundance,  Wyo _ 

Aircraft  control  and 
warning  radar 
station. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Gap  filler  radar  site. 
Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do . . 

Union  City  Air  Force  Station _ 

Union  City,  Tenn _ 

Do . 

Hastings  Air  Force  Station _ 

Hastings,  Nebr . . 

Do . . 

Pickstown  Air  Force  Station.  ..  .. 

Lake  Andes,  S.  Dak _ 

Lompoc,  Calif _  _ 

Do.... 

Lompoc  Air  Force  Station _ 

Do _ 

P-81  a . . . . 

Dallas  Center,  Iowa... 

Do... 

P-34e _ _ _ _ _ 

Alpena,  Mich _ 

Do _ 

P-66b _ 

Fibre,  Mich— _  _ 

Do _ 

P-66a _ 

Grand  Marais,  Mich _ 

Richlands  Center,  Mich. 
Marblehead,  Ohio . 

Do . . 

P-67b _ _ _ 

Do . 

P-20c _ _ _ _ _ 

Do 

P-31b _  _ 

Brooks,  Wis _  _ 

Do— 

P-31d _ 

Mones,  Wis _ 

Ballistic  missile  detection  system 

While  this  bill  contains  no  new  request  for  the  construction  of 
ballistic  missile  detection  facilities,  the  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental 
bill  authorized  $189  million  for  3  sites.  Inasmuch  as  ballistic  missiles 
may  have  a  trajectory  as  high  as  400  to  700  miles,  the  radar  stations 
to  be  established  at  these  sites  must  have  ranges  of  several  thousand 
miles.  It  is  estimated  that  stations  planned,  because  of  their  require¬ 
ment  for  maximum  power  and  other  highly  complicated  electronic 
gear,  would  cost  close  to  a  billion  dollars. 

All  of  these  previously  mentioned  systems  (DEW  line,  mid-Canada 
line,  PINE  TREE  line,  ballistic  missile  detection  system)  are  to  be 
closely  integrated  in  the  hope  they  will  detect  enemy  aircraft  and 
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missiles  in  sufficient  time  to  permit  our  own  offensive  and  defensive 
forces  to  go  into  action  before  an  attack  reaches  home. 

RETALIATION  CONCEPT 


Strategic  Air  Command 

Currently  the  Strategic  Air  Command  in  the  Air  Force  is  the 
principal  element  of  our  retaliatory  forces.  All  construction  costs 
pertaining  to  the  Strategic  Air  Command  cannot  be  readily  identified 
in  this  bill  because  in  many  instances  the  Strategic  Air  Command 
would  utilize  bases  other  than  its  own  such  as  Air  Defense  Command 
facilities.  However,  the  total  program  in  the  bill  directly  attributed 
to  the  Strategic  Air  Command,  is  close  to  $200  million.  Although 
operational  missiles  are  entering  into  our  weapons  inventory  and 
promise  tremendous  additions  to  our  military  capabilities,  our  main 
offensive  punch  is  still  contained  in  the  manned  bomber  forces  of  the 
Strategic  Air  Command  with  its  fleets  of  heavy  jet  bombers,  the 
B-52’s,  and  medium  jet  bombers,  the  B-47’s. 

The  Soviets  possess  the  advantage  of  initiative  and  surprise. 
Therefore,  the  Air  Force  must  be  capable  of  maintaining  its  strategic 
offensive  force  in  the  highest  possible  state  of  readiness  with  the  least 
possible  vulnerability  to  attack,  and  from  which  it  can  react  rapidly 
upon  receipt  of  tactical  warning. 

SAC’s  capability  to  launch  its  strike  force  in  the  event  of  a  surprise 
attack  is  dependent  upon  four  basic  factors:  (1)  Warning;  (2)  alert 
facilities;  (3)  dispersal;  and  (4)  personnel.  For  each  of  these  factors, 
the  availability  of  sufficient  and  proper  facilities  is  a  vital  element  in 
the  attainment  of  the  required  degree  of  capability. 

B-5 2  facilities  and  dispersal. — To  reduce  the  vulnerability  and  in¬ 
crease  the  response  capability  of  the  heavy  bomber  force,  the  Air 
Force,  in  fiscal  year  1957,  initiated  a  program  to  disperse  the  pro¬ 
gramed  33  B-52  squadrons  on  the  basis  of  a  single  squadron  per  base. 
At  that  time,  11  bases,  which  had  been  the  homes  for  the  11  B-36 
wings,  were  available  for  adaption  for  use  by  the  B-52’s.  Each  of 
these  11  bases  has  been  adapted,  with  some  necessary  additional 
construction,  to  the  requirements  for  1  B-52  squadron  plus  associated 
tankers. 

The  fiscal  year  1957  construction  program  provided  construction  at 
11  additional  existing  Air  Force  bases,  increasing  the  total  B-52  bases 
programed  to  22.  In  the  basic  fiscal  year  1958  construction  program, 
5  more  existing  bases  were  expanded  and  adapted,  making  a  total  of  27 
B-52  bases.  The  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental  program,  approved 
by  the  committee  last  winter  contained  the  first  increment  of  construc¬ 
tion  to  adapt  an  additional  6  existing  bases  which  would  provide  the 
total  33  bases  needed  for  B-52  squadron  dispersal  and  their  associated 
KC-135  jet  refueling  tanker  aircraft. 

The  fiscal  year  1959  construction  program  contains  approximately 
$66  million  for  additional  facilities  which  will  substantially  complete 
current  requirements  for  full  dispersal  of  the  33  B-52  squadrons. 

It  has  also  been  the  objective  of  the  Air  Force  to  disperse  the  medium 
bombers  on  the  basis  of  a  single  wing  per  base.  Under  present  plans, 
the  medium  bomber  force  will  be  located  on  20  bases  at  the  end  of 
fiscal  year  1961.  Construction  of  one  of  the  bases,  Richard  Bong 
Air  Force  Base,  Wis.,  was  initiated  with  funds  provided  last  year. 
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This  program  contains  $13.2  million  to  provide  a  second  increment  of 
construction. 

SAC  tanker  relocation.— In  the  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental  pro¬ 
gram,  authorization  and  funds  were  provided  for  construction  which 
would  permit  the  relocation  of  KC-97  tanker  refueling  squadrons 
from  southern  bases  in  the  United  States  to  locations  in  northern 
areas  from  which  they  can  operate  without  delay  in  support  of  strike 
missions  by  the  B-47  medium  bombers.  Against  a  current  require¬ 
ment  to  relocate  11  KC-97  squadrons,  the  fiscal  year  1958  supple¬ 
mental  program  provided  the  first  increment  of  facilities  for  9 
squadrons  on  8  existing  bases. 

The  fiscal  year  1959  program  contains  approximately  $33  million 
for  additional  short  lead-time  items  for  the  first  9  squadrons  and  for 
the  facilities  needed  to  relocate  a  second  squadron  on  one  of  the  first  8 
bases,  increasing  to  10  the  number  of  squadrons  relocated  out  of  the 
11 -squadron  requirement. 

Construction  is  also  included  in  this  authorization  bill  for  relocation 
of  the  11th  Squadron  at  Brunswick,  Maine.  This  will  permit  the  Air 
Force  to  deploy  a  KC-97  squadron  at  an  existing  naval  installation 
on  a  tenant  basis,  and  in  accordance  with  a  joint-use  agreement. 

Alert  facilities. — The  advent  of  an  enemy  ICBM  threat  dictates  the 
necessity  for  capability,  after  initial  warning,  of  a  15-minute  response 
by  the  SAC  forces  to  insure  their  ability  to  survive  and  strike  back. 
Under  this  objective,  it  is  planned  that  one-third  of  the  SAC  forces 
will  be  maintained  on  continuous  alert.  The  achievement  of  this 
capability  requires  construction  of  special  facilities  at  the  SAC  bases. 

Construction  of  base  facilities  which  directly  contribute  to  such  an 
alert  capability  was  initiated  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  military  construc¬ 
tion  program.  This  initial  construction  consisted  only  of  the  provision 
of  a  certain  portion  of  the  aircraft  parking  apron  in  an  alert  configura¬ 
tion  on  those  bases  expanded  for  the  dispersal  of  the  heavy  bomber 
squadrons  where  an  additional  parking  apron  was  needed.  Following 
this  principle,  alert  parking  areas  were  provided  at  7  heavy  bomber 
bases  by  the  fiscal  year  1957  MCP  and  at  5  more  heavy  bomber  bases 
by  the  fiscal  year  1958  MCP. 

In  addition  to  alert  aircraft  parking  areas,  ready  crew  and  security 
facilities,  and  supporting  utilities  are  needed  for  full  alert  capability. 
The  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental  program  authorized  the  first  sizable 
construction  increment  for  SAC  alert,  with  $24.6  million  provided  for 
construction  of  the  first  ready  crew  and  alert  facilities  as  well  as  alert 
pavements  at  additional  bases  for  both  medium  bombers  and  heavy 
bombers. 

The  $80.9  million  included  in  this  request  for  alert  facilities  to¬ 
gether  with  certain  alert  facilities  provided  as  part  of  the  dispersal 
package,  provides  short  lead-time  items  on  certain  bases  where 
projects  requiring  longer  times  for  construction  were  started  in 
prior  years’  construction  programs.  In  addition,  it  provides  the  full 
alert  construction  requirement  at  bases  where  no  long  lead-time 
construction  is  necessary.  This  fiscal  year  1959  alert  package  sub¬ 
stantially  completes  the  construction  needed  for  achievement  of  the 
15-minute  response  capability  as  currently  planned,  except  for  air¬ 
craft  shelters  in  northern  areas,  for  which  the  requirement  has  not 
been  finally  determined. 
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Other  strategic  facilities. — The  remaining  $25.3  million  under  the 
strategic  heading  includes  various  operational  and  support  facilities 
at  overseas  locations  from,  which  SAC  units  will  operate  or  through 
which  they  will  stage  in  wartime  operations  and  at  which  they  con¬ 
duct  peacetime  maneuvers  and  rotation  training  missions.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  this  package  provides  special  ordnance  storage  facilities  at  SAC 
bomber  bases  in  the  United  States. 

Complete  cost  estimates  for  SAC  to  date  were  not  available.  It  is 
estimated  that  approximately  one-third  of  the  Air  Force  budget  for 
fiscal  year  1958  and  fiscal  year  1959  is  devoted  to  SAC. 

Ballistic  missiles 

In  the  basic  fiscal  year  1958  and  prior  years’  programs,  authori¬ 
zation  was  provided  for  research,  test,  and  training  facilities  at  various 
locations  for  both  the  intercontinental  and  intermediate  range 
ballistic  missiles  and  to  develop  the  first  operational  site  for  the  ATLAS 
ICBM  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  and  to  initiate  construction 
of  a  second  operational  site  for  the  ATLAS  ICBM  at  Warren  Air 
Force  Base,  Wyo. 

The  ATLAS  program  has  been  accelerated  by  means  of  the  fiscal 
year  1958  supplemental  construction  authorization  which  Congress 
approved  earlier  in  this  session.  That  construction  program  acceler¬ 
ated  the  completion  date  for  the  first  operational  site  at  Cooke  and 
the  operational  facilities  for  the  first  squadron  at  Warren  Air  Force 
Base.  The  authorization  provided  by  the  fiscal  year  1958  supple¬ 
mental  program  also  has  been  applied  to  the  construction  of  facilities 
for  additional  ATLAS  squadrons. 

It  had  been  planned  originally,  under  the  fiscal  year  1958  supple¬ 
mental,  to  construct  additional  facilities  at  Warren  Air  Force  Base  for 
ATLAS  squadrons  prior  to  proceeding  with  construction  at  additional 
sites.  However,  upon  completion  of  the  planning  for  these  facilities, 
it  was  found  that  the  construction  activity  which  would  be  involved 
at  Warren,  was  of  such  magnitude  that  it  could  not  be  efficiently  or 
economically  accomplished  and  that  completion  of  operational  facili¬ 
ties  for  these  squadrons  would  be  delayed.  It  was  determined,  there¬ 
fore,  that  to  provide  a  greater  number  of  operational  ATLAS  sites 
at  earlier  dates,  it  was  necessary  to  initiate  construction  at  additional 
sites.  Under  this  plan,  facilities  are  being  provided  simultaneously  at 
Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo.;  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebr.;  and 
Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Wash. 

The  largest  package  in  the  strategic  portion  of  this  fiscal  year  195S1 
construction  program  provides  $165.9  million  for  ballistic  missiles. 
This  amount  includes  authorization  for  construction  of  operational 
ATLAS  facilities  at  one  additional  location,  not  yet  firmly  selected, 
and  support  facilities  for  both  the  previously  programed  and  the  new 
ATLAS  site.  It  also  includes  authorization  for  the  construction  of 
hardened  facilities  for  the  TITAN  ICBM.  In  addition,  the  fiscal 
year  1959  program  provides  for  construction  of  operational  facilities 
for  the  intermediate  range  ballistic  missile  at  overseas  locations  and 
for  test  and  training  facilities  for  both  the  ICBM  and  the  IRBM 
at  Cooke  AFB. 

Other  strategic  missiles. — $29.6  million  are  included  in  the  program 
for  strategic  missiles  other  than  the  ballistic  type.  This  package 
contains  facilities  for  the  HOUNDDOG  and  the  QUAIL  air-to-surface 
missiles  carried  by  the  Strategic  Ah-  Command  B-47  and  B-52 
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bombers  to  provide  them  with  greater  penetration  capability.  The 
package  also  provides  facilities  in  the  United  States  for  the  GOOSE 
which  is  a  surface-to-surface  air-breathing  missile  with  an  intercon¬ 
tinental  range.  Facilities  for  the  GOOSE  missile  also  were  authorized 
in  fiscal  year  1958. 

SNARK 

Also  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  arsenal  is  the  air-breathing 
intercontinental  missile  SNARK  which  is  capable  of  carrying  nuclear 
warheads  against  distant  targets  with  great  accuracy.  The  first 
SNARK  unit  has  already  been  activated  and  is  in  the  process  of  being 
manned  and  equipped.  The  first  SNARK  missile  base  is  being  con¬ 
structed  at  Presque  Island,  Maine.  No  new  funds  were  requested  in 
this  year’s  bill  for  SNARK  facilities.  The  committee  strongly  ques¬ 
tions  this  apparent  diminishing  of  SNARK’s  importance  for  the 
committee  has  become  convinced  that  the  addition  of  further  SNARK 
squadrons  to  our  arsenal  is  highly  desirable. 

Navy  contribution  to  retaliatory  forces 

It  might  well  be  said  that  the  entire  fleet  at  sea  constitutes  a  most 
important  segment  of  this  Nation’s  strike  capability.  It  is  difficult 
to  distinguish  between  categories  of  the  Navy’s  capabilities  due  to 
the  extreme  flexibility  and  mobility  inherent  in  modern  naval  forces. 
Especially  worth  mentioning  is  the  POLARIS  missile  being  developed 
by  the  Navy  which  gives  great  promise  of  becoming  one  of  the  de¬ 
cisive  weapons  in  the  history  of  warfare.  Certain  funds  are  included 
in  the  bill  for  the  construction  of  POLARIS  facilities;  the  details  are 
classified.  It  is  the  committee’s  view,  however,  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  could  well  have  requested  additional  authorizations  for 
this  weapon.  It  sincerely  hopes  that  Department  of  Defense  will 
provide  the  Navy  with  the  highest  priority  in  the  development  of 
POLARIS  and  will  remove  any  obstacles  which  might  prevent  the 
earliest  possible  deployment  of  the  POLARIS  system  in  an  opera¬ 
tional  configuration. 

JUPITER 

While  JUPITER  is  an  Army-developed  weapon,  its  operational 
assignment  has  been  given  to  the  Air  Force.  It  has  similar  charac¬ 
teristics  to  the  THOR.  JUPITER’s  success  to  date  indicates  that 
it  apparently  can  be  fully  operational  in  the  immediate  future.  The 
committee  notes  with  interest  and  some  concern,  the  duplication  of 
effort  between  JUPITER  and  THOR.  It  can  understand  the  need 
for  some  duplication  in  research  and  development.  It  cannot  con¬ 
done  duplication  in  operational  deployments.  The  committee  cer¬ 
tainly  hopes  the  Secretary  of  Defense  will,  if  this  type  of  duplication 
is  imminent,  make  a  decision  based  on  the  relative  merits  of  the  two 
weapons  and  not  on  the  understandable  service  pride  in  authorship. 

DEFENSE  CONCEPT 

All  weapons  systems  can  rightly  be  cataloged  in  certain  of  their 
applications  as  supporting  the  concept  of  defense.  In  this  report 
the  committee  directed  itself  only  to  those  which  pertain  to  the 
continental  air  defense  field. 

Under  the  command  of  the  North  American  Ah'  Defense  Command 
(NORAD),  Colorado  Springs,  Colo.,  there  are  assigned  approximately 
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200,000  Americans  and  Canadians  along  with  nearly  2,000  aircraft 
and  hundreds  of  antiaircraft  weapons.  Predicated  upon  the  infor¬ 
mation  flashed  to  NORAD  by  the  warning  system,  the  NORAD 
command  control  system  depends  upon  the  semiautomatic  ground 
environment  system  (SAGE)  and  related  facilities  as  a  medium  of 
controlling  and  coordinating  its  various  weapons. 

SAGE 

1  The  SAGE  (semiautomatic  ground  environment)  system,  under 
present  plans,  involves  the  construction  of  technical  and  support 
facilities  for  36  SAGE  centers  (computers)  for  29  SAGE  sectors 
(locations).  SAGE  centers  1  through  26  have  been  constructed  or 
initiated  with  authorizations  provided  in  the  fiscal  year  1958  sup¬ 
plemental  and  prior  construction  programs.  The  fiscal  year  1959 
authorization  request  includes  $41.1  million  for  technical  facilities  for 
SAGE  centers  27  through  31,  support  facilities  for  centers  previously 
authorized,  and  communications  facilities  at  various  radar  sites  to 
tie  their  operation  into  the  automatic  features  of  the  SAGE  system. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  SAGE  system  will  eventually  cost  approxi¬ 
mately  $1  billion  and  require  approximately  $400  million  for  its 
annual  operation. 

Joint  manual  direction  centers. — $16.9  million  are  included  in  the 
program  to  provide  the  Air  Force  portion  of  a  joint  Army-Air  Force 
operated  missile  defense  center  system  inside  the  United  States. 
Present  plans  call  for  a  number  of  centers  in  this  system,  also  known 
as  the  Missile  Master,  with  the  Air  Force  being  the  host  at  some 
centers,  and  the  Army  being  the  host  at  the  other  centers. 

This  authorization  request  will  provide  technical  and  support  facili¬ 
ties  at  the  Air  Force  locations  and  technical  facilities  only  at  the  Army 
locations. 

Fighter  interceptors 

There  are  approximately  70  squadrons  of  Air  Force  interceptors  of 
25  planes  each  assigned  to  NORAD.  These  consist  of  the  F-100  series 
fighters  -with  the  old  F-86  Sabrejet  and  the  Lockheed  F-94  Starfire 
being  gradually  phased  out  as  newer  planes  are  deployed.  No  specific 
overall  cost  estimation  of  the  fighter-interceptor  effort  is  available  at 
the  time  of  this  printing.  However,  set  out  below  are  certain  cost 
estimations  from  which  some  conclusions  can  be  drawn. 

[In  millions] 

1  fighter-interceptor  squadron 

INITIAL  INVESTMENT  ANNUAL  COSTS 

Aircraft  and  spare  parts _ $40.  0  Pay  and  personnel _  $5.  0 

Equipment _  .  3  Equipment  replacement _  2.  0 

Facilities _  25.  0  Supply _  3.  0 

Training _  8.  0  POL _  .  5 

Total _  73.  3  Total _  10.  5 

The  committee  has  been  informed  that  in  all  likelihood  certain  of 
the  fighter-interceptor  squadrons  will  be  phased  out  as  BOMARC  is 
deployed. 

BOMARC  ( IM-99 ) 

BOMARC  is  a  surface-to-air  long-range  interceptor  guided  missile 
of  supersonic  speed  designed  to  operate  at  high  altitudes.  It  is  pro- 
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duced  by  Boeing  Aircraft  Co.  It  launches  vertically  and  cruises  on 
twin  ramjet  engines  at  a  speed  faster  than  sound.  It  is  guided  by  the 
latest  available  electronic  systems.  BOMARC  has  been  successfully 
tested  in  a  series  of  firings  from  Patrick  Ah-  Force  Base,  Fla.,  against 
high-flying  drone  aircraft  over  the  ocean.  The  BOMARC’s  range 
should  enable  it  to  destroy  enemy  planes  at  a  far  greater  distance  than 
any  other  missile  assigned  to  NORAD. 

Ninety-two  million  dollars  for  the  construction  of  BOMARC  sites 
is  included  in  the  Ah’  Force  request  (originally  this  amount  was  $122 
million  but  the  Air  Force  revised  its  estimates).  Construction  of 
facilities  for  this  missile  was  initiated  in  the  fiscal  year  1958  construc¬ 
tion  program  at  four  locations:  McGuire  Ah’  Force  Base,  N.  J.; 
Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.;  Otis  Ah’  Force  Base,  Mass.; 
and  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine.  The  fiscal  year  1959  request  will 
add  facilities  at  10  additional  locations:  Niagara  Falls  Municipal 
Airport,  N.  Y.;  Ethan  Allen  Ah’  Force  Base,  Vt.;  Kinross  Air  Force 
Base,  Mich.;  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minn.;  Langley  Air  Force 
Base,  Va.;  Truax  Field,  Wis.;  Paine  Ah’  Force  Base,  Wash.;  Camp 
Adah'  Ah’  Force  Station,  Oreg.;  Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.;  and 
Cooke  Ah’  Force  Base,  Calif. 

The  committee  estimates  that  if  the  BOMARC  system  is  developed 
as  currently  envisaged,  it  may  cost  as  much  as- — if  not  more  than — - 
$6  billion. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command 

The  Army’s  structure  within  the  North  American  Air  Defense 
Command  is  the  second  largest  Army  combat  command  in  the  world. 
It  has  been  stated  that  approximately  7  to  10  percent  of  the  entire 
Army  effort  is  devoted  to  this  activity.  The  basic  weapons  assigned 
or  soon  to  be  assigned  to  Army  units  are  the  NIKE  family  (AJAX, 
HERCULES,  ZEUS,  and  HAWK). 

NIKE-AJAX 

Named  after  Nike,  the  Greek  goddess  of  victory,  the  NIKE-AJAX 
is  a  supersonic  surface-to-air  missile  designed  to  intercept  and  destroy 
enemy  aircraft  or  ah*  breathing  missiles.  It  is  the  only  fully  opera¬ 
tional  surface-to-air  missile  system  in  the  free  world  today.  It  uses 
a  command  guidance  system  employing  one  radar  to  track  the  target 
and  another  to  track  the  missile.  A  computer  receives  data  from  the 
radar  and  calculates  the  commands  required  to  bring  the  NIKE  into 
interceptor  course. 

Approximately  60  battalions  of  AJAX  are  now  deployed  around 
key  industrial  and  highly  populated  strategic  areas.  AJAX  is  a 
missile  about  20  feet  long  and  1  foot  in  diameter;  uses  a  solid  pro¬ 
pellant  booster  and  a  liquid  sustaining  motor.  There  are  approxi¬ 
mately  100  officers  and  men  in  a  NIKE  battery. 

NIKE  is  being  superseded  and  replaced  in  part  by  NIKE- 
HERCULES. 

NIKE-HERCULES 

This  is  a  further  improvement  on  the  original  AJAX.  It  is  a  simi¬ 
lar  type  missile  and  design  is  similar  type  proportions.  Its  range  and 
other  operational  characteristics  are  considerably  better  than  AJAX, 
however.  It  is  a  dart-shaped  missile,  27  feet  long,  assisted  by  a  14}£- 
foot-long  booster.  It  uses  solid  propellant  throughout.  It  can  carry 
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an  atomic  warhead.  It  is  produced  through  the  combined  efforts  of 
Army  Ordnance  Corps,  Western  Electric  Co.,  the  Bell  Telephone 
Laboratories,  and  the  Douglas  Aircraft  Co.,  together  with  essential 
subcontractors. 

If  the  NIKE  (AJAX  and  HERCULES)  systems  are  developed  in 
accordance  with  certain  existing  plans,  the  committee  estimates  that 
the  combined  total  cost  will  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $6  billion. 

HAWK 

This  is  a  missile  designed  to  reinforce  the  low  altitude  capability  of 
our  defense  system.  It  is  the  only  weapon  capable  of  a  low  altitude 
defense  currently  being  placed  in  inventory.  HAWK  is  also  a  super¬ 
sonic  surface-to-air  guided  missile  with  exceptionally  high  rate  of  fire 
and  very  short  reaction  time.  It  is  designed  not  only  to  meet  static 
situations  but  also  deployment  with  tactical  field  forces. 

It  uses  solid  propellant,  is  approximately  16  feet  long  and  14  inches 
in  diameter.  The  Raytheon  Manufacturing  Co.  of  Massachusetts  is 
the  prime  contractor  with  Northrup  Aircraft  of  California  as  the  major 
subcontractor. 

Missile  Master 

Important  to  the  control  and  operation  of  previously  mentioned 
antiaircraft  missiles  is  the  Missile  Master  which  is  a  combination  of 
electronic  computing  equipment  designed  to  coordinate  large  numbers 
of  surface-to-air  projectiles.  By  electronic  means  it  converts  target 
location  to  usable  data  and  transmits  rapidly  changing  information 
instantaneously  to  the  various  controlling  locations. 

As  stated  before,  this  year’s  construction  authorization  bill  originally 
contained  in  the  Army  title  a  little  better  than  $137  million  for  facili¬ 
ties  incident  to  the  NIKE-AJAX  and  HERCULES,  HAWK,  and 
Missile  Master. 

ZEUS 

The  Army  has  been  assigned  the  responsibility  of  developing  the 
Antiballistic  Missile  Missile.  When  developed,  it  is  contemplated 
that  it  will  be  deployed  around  key  installations  both  military  and 
civil.  ZEUS  is  part  of  the  NIKE  family. 

This  bill  contains  a  request  for  authorizations  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $30  million.  It  is  estimated  that  perhaps  the  ZEUS 
system  will  cost  on  the  order  of  $4  to  $5  billion  when  finally  deployed 
and  operational. 

As  can  be  seen  by  the  foregoing,  the  effort  and  resources  the  country 
is  putting  into  continental  defense  systems  is  tremendous  and  a  little 
bit  frightening.  If  all  systems  are  fully  developed  and  deployed,  it 
would  not  be  illogical  to  assume  we  might  well  find  certain  installa¬ 
tions  defended  by  fighter  interceptors,  BOMARC,  NIKE-AJAX, 
NIKE-HERCULES,  HAWK  and  NIKE-ZEUS,  with  their  attendant 
SAGE  and  Missile  Master  controlling  systems. 

The  committee  has  become  increasingly  concerned  over  this 
potential  duplication.  While  it  compliments  those  who  have  de¬ 
veloped  these  systems,  for  their  ingenuity  and  dedication,  it  does  not 
believe  that  all  are  essential.  The  committee  is  especially  concerned 
about  the  heavy  deployment  of  missiles  requiring  stockpiles  of  nuclear 
warheads  immediately  adjacent  to  heavy  centers  of  population.  It 
can  understand  the  need  to  insure  the  protection  of  military  bases 
where  strike  forces  are  stationed;  it  cannot  understand  the  heavy 
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concentration  in  industrial  and  heavily  populated  centers  with  the 
attendant  publicity  implying  that  the  deployment  of  these  weapons  at 
such  locations  constitutes  no  hazard  and  provides  complete  security 
from  attack. 

Duplication  of  Air  Defense  Weapons  Systems 

The  committee  is  and  has  been  for  sometime,  greatly  concerned 
about  the  possible  duplication  of  weapons  systems  and  their  attendant 
excessive  costs  and  waste  of  effort.  As  can  be  seen  by  the  preced¬ 
ing  paragraphs,  the  weapons  in  existence  and  being  developed  for 
the  defense  of  the  continental  United  States  are  many  and  varied. 
Two  years  ago,  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  military  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill,  the  committee  was  presented  with  requests  for  authorizations 
pertaining  to  construction  of  facilities  for  NIKE-AJAX  and  TALOS 
ground-to-air  missiles.  The  AJAX  was  to  be  used  in  connection  with 
the  Army’s  point  defense  responsibilities,  and  the  TALOS  was  part 
of  the  Air  Force  area  defense  mission.  At  that  time,  the  committee 
in  its  report,  stated  : 

The  committee  concluded  that  both  the  Army  and  the 
Air  Force  are  assigned  overlapping  roles  and  missions  in  the 
antiaircraft  and  continental  air  defense  fields.  While  the 
Air  Force  views  its  mission  as  one  of  area  defense,  and  the 
Army  views  its  as  perimeter  or  point  defense,  it  is  clear  that 
a  definite  and  urgent  need  exists  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  quickly  and  positively  clarify  the  specific  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  each  service.  The  committee  believes  that 
unless  concise  responsibilities  are  assigned,  duplication  of 
weapons  systems  costing  in  the  multibillion  dollar  range 
might  result,  and  that  such  duplication  would  obviously  be 
too  costly  as  well  as  inexcusable  from  the  military  standpoint. 

The  committee  then  denied  the  authorization  for  the  establishment 
of  TALOS  sites  and  called  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  make  a 
determination.  Subsequently  in  his  memorandum  of  November  26, 
1956,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  assigned  TALOS  to  the  Department  of 
the  Army. 

The  committee  took  the  action  of  denying  the  authorization  for 
TALOS  not  because  it  believed  that  TALOS  was  an  ineffective  weapon ; 
on  the  contrary,  testimony  indicated  that  it  gave  promise  of  being 
ideally  suited  for  a  role  in  the  air  defense  system.  The  committee  felt 
then  as  it  does  now  that  Congress  should  not  be  called  upon  to  make 
a  determination  between  the  relative  merits  of  weapons  systems  each 
of  which  was  strongly  supported  by  its  developers;  that  this  was 
a  responsibility  that  should  be  accepted  by  the  Department  of  Defense. 

In  May  1958,  the  chairman  of  the  committee  received  the  following 
letter  from  the  Department  of  the  Army  with  reference  to  the  future 
production  of  TALOS: 

May  2,  1958. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 

United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  conformance  with  the  Department  of  the 
Army’s  policy  to  keep  you  and  the  members  of  your  committee 
informed  of  Army  affairs,  it  is  desired  to  acquaint  you  with  actions 
being  taken  concerning  the  land  based  TALOS  missile. 
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Based  on  the  review  and  decision  of  higher  authority  not  to  employ 
the  land  based  TALOS  system  due  to  budgetar}?-  limitations,  it  became 
necessary  for  the  Army  to  terminate  the  TALOS  production  contract 
with  RCA  yesterday,  May  1,  1958. 

While  this  action  results  in  termination  of  the  manufacture  of 
TALOS  land  based  systems,  the  production  of  certain  components, 
basically  computers  and  tracking  radars,  will  be  continued  for  utiliza¬ 
tion  in  the  research  and  development  areas  on  other  Army  programs. 

Remaining  in  effect  between  RCA  and  the  Army  is  the  contract 
to  complete  evaluation  of  the  TALOS  land  based  system.  This 
evaluation  is  being  performed  on  the  R&D  model  installed  at  White 
Sands  Proving  Ground. 

Sincerely, 

J.  H.  Michaelis, 

Major  General,  GS, 

Chief  of  Legislative  Liaison. 


Even  though  qualified  witnesses  who  appeared  before  the  committee 
had  stated  that  “TALOS  ranks  with  the  best  in  Air  Defense  systems. 
This  country  needs  all  it  can  buy.”,  the  decision  has  now  been  reached 
that  TALOS  is  no  longer  required.  Yet  had  the  committee  authorized 
the  funds  requested  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  military  construction 
authorization  bill,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  TALOS  sites  would  now 
be  established  adjacent  to  NIKE- AJAX  installations. 

Now  a  similar  situation  apparently  exists  with  regard  to  NIKE- 
HERCULES  and  BOMARC.  The  same  arguments  exist  regarding 
point  and  area  defense.  A  glance  at  the  classified  deployments  pro¬ 
jected  for  these  missiles  indicates  that  in  many,  many  instances  it  is 
planned  to  locate  each  in  the  same  area  for  the  purpose  of  defending 
the  same  installation.  The  committee  has  reviewed  this  subject  most 
thoroughly — not  only  this  session  but  also  during  the  2  preceding 
years.  Each  service  has  defended  its  own  program  with  honest  vigor 
and  conviction — yet  it  is  most  obvious  to  the  committee  that  the 
Army  and  the  Air  Force  continue  to  have  overlapping  responsibilities 
in  the  air  defense  missile  field — and  that  their  respective  programs 
duplicate  each  other. 

The  committee  does  not  intend  to  imply  that  complete  defense 
measures  should  not  be  taken  for  certain  specified  areas;  but  defense 
of  the  “fortress”  or  fixed  position  type  can  be  carried  too  far,  especially 
if  the  costs  incident  to  the  defensive  system  in  any  manner  reduces 
the  capacity  of  the  strike  forces.  In  fact,  such  a  policy  could  well 
be  fatal  militarily  and  equally  if  not  more  important,  from  the  economic 
standpoint. 

In  classified  briefings,  overlays  shown  of  existing  and  planned  de¬ 
fensive  systems  indicate  the  eventual  deployment  of  at  least  four  sys¬ 
tems  superimposed  upon  each  other  and  blanketing  the  entire  conti¬ 
nent.  While  each  system  has  its  own  special  characteristics,  these 
overlays  clearly  indicate  areas  of  overlap  where  one  system  might 
well  perform  the  function  of  its  neighbor.  Each  of  these  systems  is 
estimated  to  cost  in  excess  of  $3  to  $4  billion  (some,  as  shown  before, 
as  high  as  $6  billion).  Granted,  these  plans  and  proposed  programs 
have  not  all  received  official  OSD  or  JCS  approval.  Nevertheless, 
the  committee’s  experience  is  that  such  programs  have  a  habit  of  being 
approved  by  default  through  the  medium  of  piecemeal  submission  on 
an  annual  basis  without  regard  to  the  accumulation  of  long-range 
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contingent  liabilities.  (In  fact,  the  committee  suspects  that  in  some 
instances  where  the  JCS  cannot  agree  on  duplicating  systems,  it 
slightly  reduces  each  in  scope  and  proceeds  to  develop  both.) 

It  is  the  committee’s  firm  and  unanimous  opinion  that  decisions 
must  be  made  to  eliminate  duplication  otherwise  the  annual  cost  of 
the  defense  budget  will  require  increases  beyond  all  reasonable 
proportions. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Neil  McElroy  indicated  his  thoughts  concern¬ 
ing  future  Defense  budgets  as  shown  in  the  following  excerpts  from 
the  published  record  of  his  press  conference  held  on  June  19,  1958, 
at  Quantico,  Va.: 

Mr.  Norris  (Washington  Post).  Could  you  indicate  what 
size  that  budget  is?  There  have  been  some  reports  that  it 
would  go  up  tremendously. 

Secretary  McElroy.  Well,  there  has  been  no  approval  of 
the  budget  by  the  administration  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Norris.  I  meant  the  future  trend. 

Secretary  McElroy.  Well,  you  mean  how  high  it  could 
ultimately - 

Mr.  Norris.  There  have  been  reports  that  it  would  go 
up  to  60  or  70  billion  within  a  decade  if  you  continued  with 
the  size  of  forces  and  all  the  programs. 

Secretary  McElroy.  I  think  that  could  well  be. 

Mr.  Norris.  You  think  that  could  be? 

Secretary  McElroy.  Yes,  I  do. 

Mr.  Norris.  Does  that — does  the  study  show  that? 

Secretary  McElroy.  No,  we  haven’t  gone  that  far.  In 
fact,  I  don’t  think  there  is  much  use  really  in  making  a  pro¬ 
jection  for  10  years  ahead  with  technological  advances  pro¬ 
ceeding  as  they  do.  That  figure  of  60  to  70  is  in  my  opinion 
a  pretty  breezy  figure,  but  I  can  tell  you  that  it  wouldn’t  be 
difficult  for  that  kind  of  addition  to  have  to  be  required  if 
we  continue  with  the  size  forces  we  have. 

The  committee  feels  that  major  policy  decisions  must  be  made 
immediately  in  order  to  establish  how  far  the  country  should  go  in 
developing  fixed  defenses. 

Last  year,  the  committee  stated:  “The  committee  requests  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  take  vigorous  action  to  insure  that  only  those 
systems  are  approved  and  maintained  that  fit  in  with  the  overall 
strategic  doctrine  *  *  *.”  The  committee  feels  that  it  is  again 
pertinent  to  quote  from  Henry  Kissinger’s  article  in  Foreign  Affairs 
magazine  of  April  1957,  entitled  “Strategy  and  Organization”: 

In  the  absence  of  a  generally  understood  doctrine,  all 
actions  will  of  necessity  prove  haphazard;  conflicting  pro¬ 
posals  will  compete  with  each  other  witnout  an  effective 
basis  for  their  resolution.  Each  problem,  as  it  arises,  will 
seem  novel  and  energies  will  be  absorbed  in  analyzing  its 
nature  rather  than  in  seeking  solutions.  Our  services  will 
find  it  impossible  to  make  a  meaningful  choice  among  the 
mass  of  the  new  weapons  with  which  their  research  and 
development  programs  will  soon  overwhelm  them.  We  will 
continute  to  cede  the  initiative  to  others  and  our  course  will 
become  increasingly  defensive. 
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Witnesses  before  the  committee  have  indicated  that  if  all  the  defense 
systems  currently  being  contemplated  by  each  service  were  to  be 
established,  the  total  cost  would  be  close  to  $8  billion  per  year  for 
the  next  5  years  and  $5  billion  annually  thereafter. 

Secretary  McElroy  has  stated,  “The  capital  investment  already 
made  in  this  continental  air  defense  system  during  the  last  4%  years 
exceeds  $13  billion.  The  cost  of  operation  is  now  almost  $2  billion 
a  year.”  Information  in  the  committee  files  indicates  that  Secretary 
McElroy’s  figures  may  be  on  the  low  side.  Nevertheless,  they  serve 
to  show  the  order  of  magnitude. 

Defense  versus  offense 

It  can  be  argued  that  “the  country  can  never  have  enough  defense” 
and  that  duplication  of  weapons  systems  is  not  really  duplication, 
but  provides  necessary  flexibility.  The  committee  takes  strong 
objection  to  this  point  of  view.  It  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  best 
defense  is  still  a  strong  offense. 

General  Carl  von  Clausewitz,  writing  around  1812,  lists  in  his 
Principles  of  War  certain  general  principles  for  defense.  Principle 
No.  6  states  in  part : 

The  fundamental  principle  is  never  to  remain  completely 
passive,  but  to  attack  the  enemy  frontally  and  from  the 
flanks,  even  while  he  is  attacking  us. 

And  again — 

The  art  of  entrenchment  *  *  *  shall  serve  the  defender 
not  to  defend  himself  more  securely  behind  a  rampart,  but  to 
attack  the  enemy  more  successfully.  This  idea  should  be 
applied  to  any  passive  defense. 

In  his  principle  No.  7,  Clausewitz  states  in  the  first  sentence: 

This  attack  from  a  defensive  position  can  take  place  the 
moment  the  enemy  actually  attacks,  or  while  he  is  still  on  the 
march. 

The  second  paragraph  of  his  principle  No.  13  states: 

If  you  remember,  *  *  *,  the  few  defensive  battles  that 
have  ever  been  won,  you  will  find  that  the  best  of  them  have 
been  conducted  in  the  spirit  of  the  principles  voiced  here. 

For  it  is  the  study  of  the  history  of  war  which  has  given  us 
these  principles. 

Too  great  a  defensive  psychology  can  only  result  in  a  “Maginot 
line”  concept.  Defensive  operations,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
should  not  be  hampered  by  the  absence  of  initiative  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  believes  is  inherent  in  fixed  positions.  The  Maginot  line  proved 
this.  In  the  committee’s  opinion  that  a  “100  percent  defensive 
psychology  is  a  will-o’-the-wisp  which  has  led  nations  committed  to  it, 
to  defeat  or  bankruptcy  or  general  war.”  We  must  certainly  provide 
adequate  defense  for  our  striking  or  retaliatory  forces,  but  we  must 
establish  our  true  defense  on  mobility,  dispersal,  striking  power,  and 
more  important,  diplomatic  and  military  policies  designed  to  prevent 
war;  such  cannot  be  divorced  from  economic  stability. 
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In  writing  in  1949,  Dr.  Vannevar  Bush,  in  Modern  Arms  and  Free 
Men,  had  this  to  say  on  defense  in  a  period  of  atomic  stalemate: 

If  at  that  time  we  tried  to  make  our  situation  utterly  im¬ 
mune  we  should  certainly  lose  the  race,  for  to  seek  utter 
immunity  would  take  all  of  our  resources  for  that  purpose 
alone,  and  even  then  complete  immunity  would  probably  not 
be  attainable.  It  will  take  resolution  and  calm  thinking  to 
hew  to  the  line  if  that  time  comes.  It  will  take  a  highly 
effective  system  of  national  military  planning,  a  far  better 
one  than  we  have  now. 

He  further  states: 

The  important  points  are,  first,  that  we  should  never  be¬ 
come  so  obsessed  with  a  defense  system  as  to  invite  disaster 
by  relying  upon  it  to  the  detriment  of  retaliatory  striking 
power,  and  second,  that  such  defensive  measures  as  we  take 
should  be  employed  against  specific,  real  threats  and  under¬ 
taken  with  proper  timing. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  the  committee  has  concluded  we  must 
place  greater  emphasis  on  our  striking  power  and  “limited  war”  capa¬ 
bilities.  We  must  make  decisions  to  eliminate  duplication  in  defen¬ 
sive  weapons  systems,  and  the  defensive  weapons  systems  which  we 
retain  should  not  be  designed  in  the  futile  attempt  to  obtain  100  per¬ 
cent  defense  but  rather  to  insure  the  security  of  our  striking  capability. 
The  committee  has  reason  to  believe  that  it  is  not  alone  in  this  phi¬ 
losophy.  Many  witnesses  appearing  before  the  committee  on  other 
subjects  have  so  indicated  in  response  to  questioning  by  committee 
members.  When  Gen.  Carl  Spaatz  appeared  before  the  full  committee 
on  July  9,  in  response  to  a  request  to  testify  on  the  Defense  reorgan¬ 
ization  plan,  the  following  colloquy  took  place : 

Senator  Stennis.  Now,  going  to  another  subject  of  yours 
here,  you  mentioned  these  different  weapons  systems  being 
stacked  on  top  of  one  another,  particularly  with  reference  to 
the  NIKE  group  and  BOMARC. 

We  have  before  us  now  the  military  construction  bill,  Gen¬ 
eral,  that  has  the  approval  of  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the 
approval  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  that  carries  with  it 
the  additional  NIKE  sites,  additional  installations  for  that 
weapon,  those  batteries,  and  also  the  BOMARC,  which  is  a 
related  missile. 

It  is  similar,  as  you  know,  to  what  TALOS  was  at  one 
time. 

I  personally  think  they  ought  to  make  a  choice  between 
those  weapons,  but  I  have  a  layman’s  attitude,  not  knowing 
anything  about  the  military  and  I  don’t  want  to  sit  in 
judgment  on  matters  from  a  military  standpoint. 

But  the  Secretary  of  Defense  now  clearly  has  the  authority, 
does  he  not,  to  make  those  choices,  and  hasn’t  he  by  virtue  of 
the  fact  that  he  has  already  approved  both  of  them? 

General  Spaatz.  I  would  like  to  comment  on  that  in  this 
way:  That  if  I,  as  a  military  man,  would  take  those  overlays 
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and  arrange  these  forces  so  there  would  be  the  minimum  of 
duplication  and  the  most  effective  possibility  of  use  of  all  the 
weapons  systems  involved,  that  the  rearrangement  would 
result  in  quite  a  few  military  installations  in  the  United 
States  being  cut  out. 

Senator  Stennis.  We  had  this  up  and  it  is  going  into 
large  sums  of  money  and  we  had  it  up  last  year  and  the  year 
before  and  the  various  departments  just  stood  toe  to  toe  and 
said  both  systems  were  necessary,  and  it  looked  like  duplica¬ 
tion  to  us  and  we  put  out  warning  signs,  but  didn’t  feel  that 
we  were  the  ones  to  be  the  final  judges. 

That  was  TALOS  and  NIKE  and  now  TALOS  has  passed 
out  of  the  picture  but  BOMARC  has  come  in  and  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  still  virtually  the  same  as  to  which  one  is  going  to  be 
used. 

General  Spaatz.  Yes. 

Senator  Stennis.  And  they  both  run  along  together. 

General  Spaatz.  Yes,  sir.  Of  course,  that  is  a  decision 
that  must  be  made  in  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Admiral  Radford  on  the  same  date,  in  response  to  similar  questions, 
had  this  to  say,  in  part: 

Admiral  Radford.  I  hesitate  to  call  myself  up  to  date  on 
it.  After  all,  I  have  been  retired  for  nearly  a  year.  But  I 
would  say  that  the  subjects  you  have  been  discussing  here 
today,  the  continental  defense  of  the  United  States,  is  a 
field  that  has  concerned  me  for  a  long  time. 

I  think  that  we  have  made  plans  that  have  become  out¬ 
moded,  but  there  is  a  great  reluctance  to  change  the  plans  or 
to  eliminate  something. 

The  committee  has,  therefore,  taken  the  following  action : 

It  will  be  remembered  that  $137  million  or  39  percent  of  the  Army’s 
authorization  request  pertains  to  construction  of  facilities  for  NIKE- 
HERCULES,  HAWK,  and  Missile  Master;  and  that  $92  million  of 
the  Air  Force  program  pertains  to  BOMARC.  The  committee  has 
deleted  these  two  amounts  from  titles  I  and  III  of  the  bill,  respectively, 
and  has  added  the  sum  of  $183  million  to  title  IV.  This  results  in  a 
reduction  of  the  combined  total  request  for  NIKE-HERCULES,  etc., 
and  BOMARC  by  20  percent,  and  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  construct  for  the  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Department  of 
the  Air  Force  such  defense  missile  sites  as  he  deems  essential  for  the 
proper  security  of  the  Nation. 

The  20  percent  reduction  was  taken  from  the  sum  of  the  $137  million 
Army  figure  and  the  $92  million  Air  Force  on  the  basis  that  it  seems 
reasonable  to  assume  that  immediate  and  tangible  savings  can  be 
effected  in  this  area  if  a  decision  is  made — as  the  committee  expects. 

When  Secretary  McElroy  appeared  before  the  full  committee  on 
the  reorganization  bill,  he  was  questioned  on  this  subject.  He  an¬ 
swered  in  part,  stating: 

Referring  to  the  continental  defense  picture  which  I  have 
asked  to  be  evaluated  by  the  Weapons  System  Evaluation 
Group,  which  is  the  group  of  scientists  who  advise  the  Joint 
Chiefs  and  the  Secretary.  And  this  also  has  to  do  with  a 
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group  of  systems  which  appear  to  overlap  in  the  continental 
defense  picture. 

The  committee  also  notes  with  interest  that  Secretary  McElroy  in 
the  minutes  of  the  press  conference  held  at  Quantico,  Va.,  on  Thurs¬ 
day,  June  19,  1958,  indicated  that  this  was  an  area  where  decisions 
had  to  be  reached. 

The  committee  expects  him  to  make  a  choice.  The^committee''is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  adoption  of  one — with  the  resultant  increased 
emphasis  on  it — while  discarding  another,  could  have  the  twofold 
effect  of  strengthening  both  our  economy  and  our  military  posture. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  committee  emphasizes  that  it  is  not 
establishing  the  precedent  of  making  all  authorizations  or  appropria¬ 
tions  directly  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
simply  carrying  out  prerogatives  of  Congress  relative  to  its  right  to 
authorize  and  appropriate  in  specified  areas.  Nor  should  this  action 
be  taken  to  indicate  in  any  manner  that  the  committee  believes  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  does  not  already  possess  sufficient  authority 
to  make  decisions  in  this  field.  In  fact,  during  the  reorganization 
hearings,  Secretary  McElroy  was  asked  the  following  question  (per¬ 
taining  to  the  NIKE,  TALOS  matter) : 

*  *  *  Why  would  it  take  so  long  to  get  a  decision,  and 
does  this  illustrate  the  kind  of  authority  you  were  talking 
about  needing? 

Secretary  McElroy  replied: 

I  think  it  is  something  of  an  illustration  although  that 
authority,  in  my  judgment,  remains  with  the  Secretary 
under  the  previous  legislation. 

Nevertheless,  it  is  clear  that  a  final  decision  has  not  been  reached* 
and  the  committee  takes  this  action  as  a  method  of  focusing  the  prob¬ 
lem  and  in  underlining  its  belief  that  Congress  should  not  be  called 
upon  to  determine  the  relative  merits  of  competing  military  weapons 
systems. 

In  authorizing  the  status  of  the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency 
(ARPA)  and  recommending  in  this  bill  that  ARPA  be  authorized 
$50  million  for  construction  of  facilities  pertaining  to  new  weapons 
systems,  the  committee  is  further  strengthened  in  the  philosophy  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  must  make  the  decisions  on  new  systems  be¬ 
fore  they  are  presented  to  Congress.  It  might  be  said  that  HER¬ 
CULES  and  BOMARC  are  not  new  systems.  Yet  testimony  taken 
by  the  committee  indicates  that  Defense  officials  when  they  say  “new 
systems,”  refer  to  missiles  and  other  recent  developments  not  con¬ 
sidered  as  belonging  in  the  conventional  field.  The  following  are 
extracts  from  the  transcript  of  the  committee’s  hearings  on  the  re¬ 
organization  bill: 

Chairman  Russell.  A  provision  to  the  bill  gives  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  the  authority  to  assign  or  to  reassign 
to  one  or  more  departments  or  services  the  development  and 
operational  use  of  new  weapons  and  weapons  systems. 
Would  you  construe  that  proviso  as  an  inferential  limita¬ 
tion  on  your  present  authority  or  other  authority  contained 
in  the  bill  to  reassign  the  development  and  operational  use 
of  existing  weapons  or  weapons  systems? 
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Secretary  McEl^oy.  I  had  not  thought  of  it  as  carrying 
that  inference,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  believe  that  the  reason  for 
the  inclusion  of  that  provision  by  the  House  committee  was 
in  order  that  there  should  not  be  any  inability  on  the  part 
of  the  Secretary  to  move  in  assigning  to  an  individual  service 
the  operational  responsibility  for  new  weapons,  and  that  was 
given  in  testimony  as  one  of  the  problems,  the  lack  of  such 
authority  was  one  of  the  problems,  that  had  been  involved  in 
the  proliferation  of  the  entire  missile  production. 

I  think  without  much  doubt  on  the  missile  area  we  have 
produced  more  missiles  than  were  needed  and  we  have 
duplicated  in  ways  which  were  wasteful  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money. 

If  you  will  recall,  the  House  committee  and  the  House 
itself  declined  to  grant  the  President’s  request  for  authority 
to  consolidate  functions,  and  I  believe  that  the  reason  that 
this  provision  was  made  with  respect  to  new  weapons  was 
that  even  though  the  denial  was  made  of  the  right  to  con¬ 
solidate  functions,  the  assignment  of  new  weapons  was 
regarded  as  an  important  right  for  the  Secretary  to  exercise. 

On  the  point  of  inferential  denial  of  the  right  on  other 
than  new  weapons,  I  had  not  thought  that  was  true. 

May  I  ask  Mr.  Coolidge  whether  he  has  that  feeling  in 
looking  at  the  language? 

Mr.  Coolidge.  I  consider  that  the  doubt  here  was 
whether  new  weapons  meant  something  that  was  not  in 
existence  at  the  date  this  act  was  passed,  and  I  would  con¬ 
strue  that  to  be  not  so.  What  new  weapons  here  would 
mean  would  be  weapons  that  are  nonconventional  weapons. 
Missiles,  for  instance,  would  be  new  weapons  even  though 
they  are  in  existence,  and  I  think  the  Secretary  is  right  that 
the  House,  when  it  limited  so  severely  the  power  to  abolish 
functions,  wanted  to  make  it  clear  that  that  would  not  be 
mechanics  that  the  Secretary  would  have  to  go  through  in 
regard  to  these  new  or  nonconventional  weapons.  I  would 
suppose  that  it  did  not  reflect  on  the  power  to  do  other 
transfer  if  he  complied  with  the  new  sections  in  the  House 
bill. 

The  new  sections  in  the  House  bill  do  limit  the  Secretary’s 
power  that  he  has  under  the  existing  law  in  that  he  has  to 
wait  for  30  days,  if  it  is  a  noncombatant  function,  which  he 
would  not  have  to  do  under  the  existing  law. 

I  do  not  know  whether  that  supplements  the  Secretary’s 
answer,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Russell.  It  all  ties  the  question  up  with 
whether  a  weapon  is  a  function,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this 
is  a  matter  that  ought  to  be  clarified  before  this  bill  is  enacted 
on  the  transfer  of  weapons  systems. 

Mr.  Coolidge.  I  suppose  it  comes  in  as  a  function  in  that 
the  Army,  for  instance,  has  capability  under  its  roles  and 
missions  of  long-range  artillery,  and  a  missile  can  be  certainly 
construed  as  long-range  artillery,  and  to  that  extent  the 
handling  of  a  weapon  might  be  said  to  be  part  of  their  combat¬ 
ant  functions,  but  weapons  themselves  I  would  suppose  are 
not  functioned. 
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Chairman  Russell.  Mr.  Secretary,  do  you  think  that  the 
Rill  as  it  is  presently  drafted  and  the  power  that  it  gives  you 
with  respect  to  research  and  development  and  the  assignment 
of  research  and  development  would  be  sufficient  to  solve  for 
the  Congress  the  responsibility  for  any  future  waste  and 
duplication  in  such  fields  as  the  missile  field? 

Secretary  McElroy.  I  do  not  suppose  it  is  possible  to 
absolve  Congress  from  having  its  share  of  responsibility  in 
practically  all  of  these  matters,  because  Congress  does  have 
the  responsibility  for  authorizing  funds  to  finance  them,  and 
in  the  course  of  these  money  authorization  bills,  a  thorough 
examination  is  made  of  all  of  our  programs,  so  I  doubt  very 
much  if  there  could  be  a  complete  absolution  of  any  respon¬ 
sibility  on  the  part  of  Congress. 

I  do  think  this,  however:  That  there  should  be  a  far  more 
efficient  application  of  administrative  ability  to  avoid  waste. 

We  have  recently  been  talking  about  some  of  these  matters 
and  feel  that  the  problem  begins  at  the  time  of  the  concep¬ 
tion  of  a  new  weapon,  when  you  start  that  initial  feasibility 
study,  and  if  you  can  control  the  development  of  the  program 
at  that  stage  and  not  let  it  get  to  the  stage  of  at  least  partial 
production  or  the  building  up  of  plant  facilities  production, 
you  can  in  my  judgment  very  sharply  reduce  the  wasteful 
use  of  funds. 

Chairman  Russell.  I  asked  the  question  because  power 
in  a  Government  such  as  ours  always  assumes  responsibility. 

If  there  is  a  vested  power  it  is  usually  accompanied  by  an 
equivalent  responsibility.  There  has  been  so  much  discussion 
about  the  responsibility  for  the  waste  that  has  occurred  here 
before,  I  would  assume  that  the  consolidation  of  power  that 
this  bill  carries,  why  it  could  not  of  course  absolve  Congress 
of  the  responsibility  for  appropriating  and  if  we  concentrate 
responsibility  for  waste  and  duplication,  certainly  it  grants 
all  the  powers  that  Congress  could  possibly  have  to  deal 
with  that  subject  to  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government. 

The  committee  reiterates  that  action  taken  herein  is  not  a  precedent 
for  denying  future  authorizations  and  appropriations  directly  to  the 
services.  The  committee  believes  that  the  identity  of  the  services 
should  be  preserved — but  not  for  the  purpose  of  perpetuating 
duplication  in  instances  where  obviously  a  decision  must  be  made. 

LIMITED  WAR  CONCEPT 

This  is  another  area  of  controversy.  Hardly  any  two  authorities 
can  agree  on  the  proper  definition  of  the  subject.  Nevertheless,  all 
the  services  have,  in  their  own  manner,  provided  certain  forces  for 
the  prosecution  of  military  activities  short  of  actual  combat  or  of 
general  war. 

General  Pate,  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps,  stated  in  part 
when  testifying  before  the  committee,  “Thus,  today  the  Corps  is  pro¬ 
viding  the  first  echelon  of  the  Nation’s  limited  war  force.”  It  may 
be  stated  here  that  Marine  units  seem  to  have  proven  this  in  their 
recent  deployment  to  the  Middle  East. 

28929—58 - 3 


30 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


The  Army  has  established  the  Strategic  Army  Corps  (ST  RAC)  and 
its  reinforcements. 

STRAC  is  designed  to  be  a  mobile,  combat-ready  force  to  meet  the 
initial  requirements  of  limited  war  or  provide  initial  reinforcements 
in  the  event  of  general  war.  It  consists,  at  the  present  time,  of  four 
combat-ready  divisions  and  essential  combat  and  logistical  support. 

The  Strategic  Army  Corps  reinforcement  in  peacetime  has  a  mission 
of  augmenting  the  training  base  and  providing  a  strategic  reserve  in 
time  of  emergency  and  in  case  of  deployment  of  STRAC. 

Any  forces  of  these  types  cannot  be  effective  unless  they  have 
strategic  mobility;  i.  e.,  the  availability  of  adequate  air  and  sea  lift. 
The  Marines  as  an  integral  part  of  the  Navy  have  a  built-in  mobility 
the  country  is  fortunate  to  possess  (witness  their  immediate  avail¬ 
ability  for  deployment  to  Beirut).  Both  forces  do  not,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  committee,  possess  sufficient  airlift. 

In  fact,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  airlift  capability 
is  most  inadequate  and  cannot  understand  why  the  Army,  especially, 
has  not  sought  with  greater  vigor  to  insure  a  capability  of  moving  its 
troops  and  equipment  by  air  or  if  it  has  requested  such,  why  the 
Department  of  Defense  has  not  taken  affirmative  action.  Obviously, 
one  requirement  is  the  necessary  funds.  It  has  been  reported  that 
Army  officials  calculate  the  Army  should  have  approximately  100 
C-133  type  turboprop  transports  available  for  such  use.  Each  C-133 
would  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of  $8  million.  The  committee  wonders 
why  some  of  the  money  spent  on  fixed  defenses  to  date  has  not  been 
utilized  for  this  purpose;  for  without  mobility,  ground  forces  have 
little  opportunity  of  reaching  vital  areas  in  sufficient  time  to  merit 
their  existence. 

The  committee  feels  most  strongly  that  the  Department  of  Defense 
should  maintain  a  greater  vigilance  in  establishing  “limited  war” 
capabilities.  It  seems  obvious  that  if  the  world’s  two  greatest  powers 
reacir  a  nuclear  stalemate  wherein  differences  between  them  cannot 
be  resolved  except  by  resort  to  total  war,  that  the  situation  may  well 
indeed  be  similar  to  that  described  by  the  phrase,  “of  two  scorpions 
in  a  bottle,”  i.  e.  mutual  annihilation.  If  one  assumes  that  nuclear 
stalemate  can  be  reached,  one  must  also  assume  the  Soviet  Union 
would  then  be  free  to  again  exercise  the  advantage  of  its  great  super¬ 
iority  in  numbers  and  interior  lines  of  communication  and  that  it 
could  proceed  to  disrupt  the  world  by  piecemeal  tactics,  subversion, 
and  other  pressures  backed  by  the  presence  of  its  conventional  forces 
(which,  indeed,  it  did  in  Hungary  and  seems  to  be  doing  now). 

In  light  of  this,  the  committee  wonders  why  the  Army  has  placed 
such  a  great  emphasis  on  fixed  defense  (point)  weapons  systems 
which  the  committee  believes  has  caused  a  resultant  dimi¬ 
nution  of  its  ground  combat  capability  (its  principal  and  most 
important  mission).  The  committee  believes  the  Army  should  take 
stock  of  itself  and  redirect  its  efforts  toward  providing  the  United 
States  with  the  finest  force  in  the  world  capable  of  victorious  sus¬ 
tained  ground  combat;  such  would  be  consistent  with  its  long  and 
glorious  history  developed  on  many  famous  battlegrounds. 

At  this  point,  the  committee  wishes  to  especially  compliment  and 
commend  the  United  States  Marine  Corps.  All  can  be  proud  of  the 
Marine  Corps,  its  tradition,  its  valor,  and  its  courage.  The  com- 
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mittee  was  particularly  proud  the  day  the  Marine  Corps  witnesses 
appeared  before  it.  All  officials  to  that  date  had  testified  on  the  need 
for  new  weapons  systems,  better  machines  of  war,  and  the  highly 
complicated  gadgets  of  modern  electronics.  A  Marine  general,  in 
describing  the  Marines’  concept  of  operations,  was  the  only  military 
man  who,  at  the  conclusion  of  his  testimony,  said  in  substance:  “Re¬ 
gardless  of  our  requests  for  facilities  and  weapons,  I  would  like  to 
point  out  that  we  leave  such  decisions  to  the  committee;  for  the 
individual  fighting  marine  is  our  greatest  asset  and  as  long  as  we  can 
maintain  him,  we  have  few  problems.” 

Military  Family  Housing 

MAGNITUDE  OF  THE  PROGRAM 

Thus  far  this  report  has  been  directed  mainly  toward  policies  and 
weapons  systems  and  their  resultant  requirements  for  construction 
programs.  The  transition  to  the  subject  of  military  family  housing 
at  this  point — before  remaining  operational  aspects  are  covered — is 
understandable  when  it  is  realized  that  the  housing  program,  in 
dollar  value,  is  almost  equal  to  the  purely  military  one.  This  is 
why  the  committee  indicated  at  the  beginning  of  the  report  the  overall 
dollar  authorization  (including  contingent  liabilities)  involved  in 
family  housing  so  that  for  the  first  time  Congress  could  readily  see 
what  it  was  being  asked  to  approve  in  this  area. 

For  the  past  3  years  this  committee  has  become  increasingly  dis¬ 
turbed  over  the  possibility  of  overconstruction  of  military  family 
housing  units.  Now  it  believes  the  time  has  come  to  insure  that 
the  housing  construction  program  is  molded  into  something  com¬ 
patible  with  projected  troop  strengths  and  sound  economic  principles. 

It  cannot  be  questioned  that  military  personnel  must  have  ade¬ 
quate  housing.  The  satisfaction  of  this  need  has  long  been  stressed 
by  all  senior  commanders  as  one  of  the  prime  incentives  (along  with 
pay)  for  retention  of  trained  personnel.  The  committee  has  absolutely 
no  quarrel  with  this  philosophy.  The  committee  does,  however,  have 
strong  and  fixed  opinions  on  two  aspects  of  the  program.  First,  the 
committee  is  not  convinced  that  the  stated  objectives  (numbers  of 
houses  programed  for  construction)  have  been  properly  coordinated 
either  numerically  or  geographically  with  long-range  defense  plans— 
specifically  as  these  plans  affect  the  troop  strength;  and,  second,  the 
principal  method  of  procuring  military  family  housing  is  too  costly, 
economically  unsound,  and  contrary  to  the  practice  of  good  govern¬ 
ment. 

REQUIREMENTS 

During  the  hearings,  Defense  witnesses  stated  that  as  of  now 
approximately  680,000  officers  and  upper  grade  enlisted  men  require 
family  housing.  These  requirements  were  listed  as  follows : 
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Military  family  housing  requirements  and  assets 


Total 

Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Gross  requirements.  _  ... 

078,  500 

246, 400 

i  167,  500 

264,600 

Assets  (existing  and  under  contract) _ 

455, 800 

154, 300 

119,250 

182, 250 

282, 800 
173, 000 

110, 300 
44,000 

68, 250 
51,000 

104, 250 
78,000 

Current  deficit . . . ------ 

222, 700 

92, 100 

48, 250 

82, 350 

Planned  construction  (military) _  _ _ 

58, 600 
164, 100 

12,200 

79,900 

8,550 

39,700 

37,850 

44,500 

i  Shore-based  personnel  only. 


With  relation  to  the  above  tabulation,  Secretary  Bryant  had  the 
following  to  say: 

I  should  like  to  comment  here  that  a  164,000  deficit  figure 
does  not  represent  a  programing  target.  It  is  a  matter  of 
cost  and  we  never  provide  for  more  than  90  percent  of  gross 
requirements  so  that  a  minimum  of  68,000  units  should  be 
subtracted  to  allow  for  this  1 0  percent  safety  factor.  F urther- 
more,  overall  gross  requirements  are  expected  to  drop  by 
about  20,000  units  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1959.  Our  un¬ 
filled  requirement  for  programing  in  fiscal  year  1960  and 
later  years  will  be,  therefore,  on  the  order  of  70,000  units 
worldwide. 

Therefore,  if  the  better  than  50,000  units  requested  in  this  bill 
were  approved  and  constructed,  only  70,000  units  worldwide  would 
remain  needed  (if  the  current  strength  remains  constant) . 

TROOP  STRENGTH 

Obviously  military  family  housing  requirements  have  a  direct 
relationship  to  the  strength  of  the  active  duty  forces.  Last  year  the 
committee  was  told  that  the  housing  program  at  that  time  had  a 
293,201  projected  deficit  and  that  this  deficit  was  predicated  on 
authorized  military  strength  of  1,027,000,  Army;  857,000,  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps;  and  925,000,  Air  Force,  totaling  2,810,000.  This 
year  the  approximate  comparative  strengths  in  January  1958  were 
(at  which  time  the  military  construction  program  was  being  finalized) , 
910,000,  Army;  827,000,  Navy  and  Marine  Corps;  and  877,000, 
Air  Force,  totaling  a  little  better  than  2,600,000 — or  approximately 
a  200,000  reduction  from  the  preceding  year. 

The  indication  mentioned  above  by  which  overall  gross  require¬ 
ments  are  expected  to  drop  by  about  20,000  units  at  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1959  is  most  interesting  for  it  tends  to  confirm  the  rumor  that 
further  and  more  substantial  cuts  or  reductions  may  be  expected  in 
the  near  future.  In  fact  rumor  has  it  that  the  possible  future  reduc¬ 
tions  are  substantially  greater  than  that  experienced  during  the  last 
2  years. 

The  committee  has  mentioned  in  previous  reports  that  normally  it 
is  “notified  officially”  of  approved  troop  reductions  through  the  me¬ 
dium  of  the  press.  The  committee  has  grown  to  resent  being  requested 
to  approve  programs  on  the  basis  of  troop  strengths  which  have  little 
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or  no  relationship  to  future  fact.  It  remembers  too  well  the  case  of 
the  title  VIII  housing  project  at  Fort  Polk,  La.  In  this  instance  a 
$32  million  project  was  canceled  after  ground  had  been  broken  and 
construction  started — because  of  troop  reductions.  This  failure  to 
coordinate  coming  troop  reductions  with  current  construction  activ¬ 
ities  is  expected  to  cost  the  Government,  alone,  several  million  dollars 
not  counting  the  unfortunate  impact  on  the  local  community. 

At  this  point  it  is  interesting  to  note  how  the  military  strengths  of 
our  active  forces  have  changed  over  the  past  13  years. 


[In  thousands] 


Date 

Army 

Navy 

Marine 

Air  Force 

Total 

World  War  II  peak  1945 . 

8,250 

590 

3,  400 
380 

48S 

12, 135 
1,454 

J  une  1950 .  .  .....  ....  ... 

74 

410 

June  1951..  . . 

1,530 

730 

193 

790 

3,243 

June  1952..  _  _ 

1,590 

820 

232 

980 

3,  305 

June  1953 . .  _  _  _ 

1,530 

795 

249 

975 

3,649 

June  1954 . .  .  ._  ... 

1,400 

725 

224 

950 

3,299 

June  1957 . . . . . . 

990 

677 

200 

920 

2,787 

Jan.  1958 . .  ..  _  _  _ 

June  1958 _ _ ...  ... 

910 

633 

193 

877 

2,613 

June  1961 _ _ _ _ _  _ _ 

(?) 

(?) 

(?) 

(?) 

(?) 

Of  the  strength  as  it  exists  today  (approximately  2,600,000),  nearly 
1,500,000  are  stationed  in  the  continental  United  States  and  here,  of 
course,  is  where  the  bulk  of  the  housing  units  are  to  be  constructed. 
At  the  height  of  the  Korean  war  approximately  2  million  personnel 
were  stationed  in  the  United  States. 

It  takes  but  little  imagination  to  see  how  the  current  housing 
requirements  woidd  be  stated  if  the  Korean  strengths  had  remained 
constant  until  now.  Plad  the  country  built  for  that  Korean  peak 
strength,  overproduction  to  say  the  least,  would  have  been  the  result. 

Unless  the  military  family  housing  program  is  closely  coordinated 
with  and  held  safely  below  the  anticipated  long-range  troop  objectives, 
the  Federal  Government  may  well  find  itself  in  the  business  of  attempt¬ 
ing  to  dispose  of  surplus  housing  at  vacant  military  installations  which 
no  longer  bear  any  relationship  to  the  local  community  need — espe¬ 
cially  when  the  main  method  of  furnishing  military  family  housing 
is  over  a  25-  to  30-year  amortization  (time  payment)  period.  One 
has  only  to  visualize  the  peaks  and  valleys  in  the  strength  of  our 
Military  Establishment  over  the  past  30  years  to  see  what  could 
happen  in  the  future.  This  is  of  special  concern  to  the  committee 
when  it  is  realized  that  those  officials  now  in  office  and  responsible 
for  incurring  these  obligations  will  have  long  since  retired  when  the 
day  arrives  whereby  the  Government  can  burn  its  mortgages. 

HOUSING  REQUESTED  IN  THIS  BILL 

The  summary  of  the  family  housing  authorization  originally  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Defense  Department  in  this  bill  are  shown  below.  The 
935  appropriated  fund  units  consist  of  158  for  the  Army,  and  777  for 
the  Air  Force.  These  are  to  be  located  for  the  most  part  at  foreign 
installations  where  there  is  no  possible  utilization  of  either  surplus 
commodity  or  title  VIII. 


34 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


Number  units 
Capehart 

In  bill 

Numberunits 
surplus 
commodity 
in  bill 

Number  units 
MCA  in  bill 

Total 

Army _ _ 

9,916 

934 

158 

11,008 

Navy _ 

8,308 

543 

0 

8, 851 

Air  Force _ _ _ _ _ _ 

28, 072 

6, 196 

777 

34,045 

Total.. . . . . 

46, 296 

6,673 

935 

53, 904 

METHODS  OF  PROVIDING  MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING 

As  cnn  be  seen  by  the  above,  there  are  four  current  methods  of 
providing  military  family  housing.  One  is  obvious  by  its  omission 
from  this  tabulation  but  was  shown  in  the  preceding  one.  They  are: 

(1)  Community  support. 

(2)  Appropriated  fund  or  MCA  units. 

(3)  Surplus  commodity. 

(4)  Title  VIII  (Capehart). 

A  further  description  of  these  areas  is  shown  below.  However,  before 
going  into  them,  the  committee  wishes  to  indicate  that  this  year 
for  the  first  time  all  housing  to  bo  constructed  by  the  military  are 
shown  as  line  items  in  the  construction  bill.  Last  year  the  com¬ 
mittee  recommended,  and  Congress  provided,  in  section  406,  Public 
Law  241,  85th  Congress,  that  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family 
housing  project  could  be  placed  under  contract  unless  the  actual  num¬ 
ber  of  units  involved  had  been  specifically  authorized  by  the  annual 
military  construction  authorization  bill.  Therefore,  this  year’s  bill 
for  the  first  time  contains  line  items  for  family  housing  to  be  developed 
or  acquired  under  the  various  methods. 

COMMUNITY  SUPPORT 

It  will  be  noted  on  the  preceding  tabulation  indicating  military 
family  housing  requirements  and  assets,  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  estimates  among  its  existing  assets  are  455,800,  and  depends 
on  approximately  173,000  units  to  be  supplied  by  the  local  com¬ 
munities  adjacent  to  the  military  installations.  These  are  normally 
rental  units,  apartments,  etc.,  constructed  by  private  capital  in 
anticipation  of  the  needs  of  the  local  military  installation. 

The  committee  has  long  believed  that  under  normal  conditions  mil¬ 
itary  installations  should  depend  upon  the  local  community  to  provide 
from  45  to  50  percent  of  the  housing.  In  many  instances  when  new 
bases  were  established  in  the  past,  senior  officials  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  actively  urged  the  local  communities  to  construct  these  types  of 
units  and  it  is  quite  obvious  that  if  we  now  move  in  and  establish  too 
great  a  percentage  of  Government-owned  facilities,  it  will  have  quite 
an  adverse  impact  upon  local  communities,  especially  the  smaller  ones. 

APPROPRIATED  FUND  HOUSING 

Until  the  advent  of  the  Wherry  housing  program  and  its  successor, 
the  title  VIII  (Capehart)  one,  the  Department  of  Defense  depended 
primarily  upon  local  community  support  and  the  construction  of 
appropriated  fund  units.  Now  it  is  the  announced  decision  of 
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Department  of  Defense  to  place  full  reliance  upon  the  provisions  of 
title  VIII  and  the  National  Housing  Act  (Capehart  program)  and  to 
construct  appropriated  fund  units  only  at  those  installations  where 
title  VIII  is  not  practicable,  even  though  responsible  officials  admit 
that  the  appropriated  fund  method  is  the  most  economical  in  the 
long  run. 


SURPLUS  COMMODITY  HOUSING 

This  bill  contains  requests  for  authorization  to  construct  approxi¬ 
mately  6,673  units  under  the  provisions  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
surplus  commodity  housing  program. 

The  surplus  commodity  housing  program  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  was  first  authorized  by  section  407,  Public  Law  765,  83d 
Congress.  This  authority  was  iater  amended  by  section  507,  Public 
Law  161,  84th  Congress,  and  further  amended  by  section  411,  Public 
Law  968,  84th  Congress.  In  its  present  form  this  authority  provides 
that  military  family  housing  may  be  constructed  in  foreign  countries 
using  foreign  currency  balances  rather  than  through  the  sale  of 
surplus  commodities  under  Public  Law  480,  83d  Congress,  or  “through 
other  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.”  It  further 
provides  that  all  such  programs  are  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Director,  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 

Section  411  of  Public  Law  968,  mentioned  above,  extended  the 
authorization  for  the  construction  of  family  housing  in  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  by  the  use  of  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  surplus  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  from  $100  million  to  $250  million.  This  increase  was  recom¬ 
mended  because  the  authority  is  applicable  to  transactions  arising 
either  from  Public  Law  480  or  the  Charter  Act  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation.  The  authorization  contained  in  section  411  also 
provided  for  the  use  of  appropriated  funds  in  lieu  of  foreign  currency 
(not  more  than  25  percent  of  the  cost)  on  those  portions  of  the  project 
for  which  dollars  would  be  required. 

In  implementing  policies  established  relative  to  the  previously  men¬ 
tioned  authority,  the  Department  of  Defense  states  that  every  effort 
has  been  made  to  obtain  family  housing  in  foreign  countries  through 
the  use  of  surplus  commodity  funds  in  lieu  of  dollar  expenditures.  In 
certain  instances  where  it  was  not  possible  to  obtain  a  sizable  quantity 
of  local  currency  through  a  direct  sale  to  a  nation  involved,  “barter” 
type  transactions  were  developed  to  provide  a  source  of  the  required 
funds  for  housing  in  that  particular  country.  This  barter  procedure 
was  developed  between  the  Department  of  Defense  and  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  and  resulted  in  a  memorandum  of  agree¬ 
ment  dated  July  6,  1956,  between  the  Department  of  Defense  and 
the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation.  In  transactions  of  these 
types  the  Department  of  Defense  reimburses  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation  from  appropriations  which  would  otherwise  be 
available  for  the  payment  of  quarters  allowances  for  military  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  are  used  either  in  construction  or  acquisition  under  this 
authority  after  deducting  necessary  amounts  for  maintenance  and 
operation  of  the  housing  concerned. 

The  status  of  this  program  is  indicated  by  the  following  tabulation 
and  the  description  which  follows: 
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Department  of  Defense,  surplus  commodity  housing  program  ( status  as  of  May  1 

1958) 


Completed  and 
occupied 

Under  contract 

Current  execu¬ 
tion  program 

Total 

Units 

Costs  1 

Units 

Costs  1 

Units 

Costs  * 

Units 

Costs  1 

United  Kingdom _ _ 

1,500 

$15, 000 

797 

$11, 323 

1,840 

493 

1,061 

400 

873 

300 

300 

306 

$27,600 
7, 395 
21, 220 
8,000 
20, 388 
6,000 
6,000 
6,120 

4, 137 
493 
3, 088 
3, 100 

1, 373 
300 
300 
306 

1, 372 
200 
900 

$53, 923 
7,395 
37, 362 
58, 000 
31,  600 
6,000 
6,000 
6, 120 
14, 425 
4, 00C 
18, 000 

2  2, 027 
2,700 
500 

16, 142 
50,000 
11, 212 

830 

8,300 

542 

6, 125 

Okinawa _ 

200 

900 

4,000 

18,000 

Philippines _ _ _ 

Totals _ _ 

2,330 

23,300 

6,566 

94, 802 

6,673 

124,  723 

15,  569 

242, 825 

*  In  thousands  of  dollars. 

2  Includes  1,581  units  leased  for  a  period  of  7  years. 


UNITED  KINGDOM 

The  initial  project  of  1,500  housing  units  in  the  United  Kingdom 
is  completed  and  occupied.  A  second  increment  of  748  units  and  a 
third  increment  of  307  units,  plus  schools  and  chapels  at  certain  of  the 
locations,  have  been  approved  and  are  expected  to  be  placed  undeiv 
construction  before  the  end  of  the  current  fiscal  year.  A  fourth  in¬ 
crement  of  1,840  units  is  planned  for  execution  during  fiscal  year  1959. 

ITALY 

The  project  for  493  housing  units  for  United  States  military  per¬ 
sonnel  in  Italy  has  been  approved  for  several  months  and  design  work 
is  complete.  Actual  construction  has  been  delayed  pending  final 
acquisition  of  building  sites  by  the  Italian  Government  (at  no  cost 
to  the  United  States).  This  acquisition  has  now  been  completed  and 
construction  is  expected  to  begin  in  the  near  future. 

SPAIN 

A  project  for  334  housing  units  at  the  Naval  Ah’  Station,  Rota, 
Spain,  and  a  project  for  92  units  at  three  Air  Force  locations  were 
placed  under  contract  in  the  fall  of  1957.  In  addition,  a  contract  was 
executed  for  the  in-leasing  of  1,581  rental  guaranty  housing  units 
being  constructed  at  Madrid,  Sevilla,  and  Zaragoza.  In  this  case 
it  was  possible,  by  executing  a  prepaid  lease  for  7  years  under  the  sur¬ 
plus  commodity  housing  program,  to  assure  the  completion  of  this 
urgently  required  housing  while  keeping  costs  at  the  same  levels 
which  prevailed  before  the  recent  inflation  of  Spanish  currency. 
Additional  projects  totaling  1,061  units  are  planned  for  execution  in 
Spain  during  fiscal  year  1959.  These  projects  will  be  financed  directly 
from  title  I,  Public  Law  480  funds,  supplemented  by  25  percent 
support  in  appropriated  funds. 
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PRANCE 

The  initial  project  of  2,700  housing  units  at  19  locations  in  France 
was  financed  with  the  proceeds  of  a  “barter”  sale  conducted  by  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  under  the  authority  of  its  Charter  Act. 
This  construction  is  proceeding  satisfactorily  and  is  expected  to  be 
completed  during  the  fall  and  winter  of  1958-59.  An  additional  project 
for  400  units  in  France  is  planned  for  execution  during  fiscal  year  1959. 
This  project  will  be  financed  from  the  proceeds  of  Public  Law  480, 
title  I,  sale  of  agricultural  commodities  to  France. 

MOROCCO 

A  contract  has  been  signed  for  500  units  of  family  housing  for  the 
3  Air  Force  bases  in  Morocco.  This  project  will  consist  of  pre¬ 
fabricated  houses  purchased  in  Austria  with  the  proceeds  of  surplus 
commodity  sales  to  Austria  under  title  I  of  Public  Law  480.  Site 
costs  will  be  paid  from  Austrian  currency  and  from  appropriated  fund 
dollars.  An  additional  project  for  330  units  of  housing  at  the  Naval 
Ah'  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  will  make  use  of  prefabricated 
houses  purchased  in  Finland  with  the  proceeds  of  title  I,  Public  Law 
480  sales  to  Finland.  The  cost  of  site  development  and  erection  will 
be  paid  partly  through  the  use  of  appropriated  funds  (not  to  exceed 
25  percent  of  the  funded  cost)  and  will  be  accomplished  partly  through 
the  use  of  Seabee  labor. 

AZORES 

It  is  planned  to  proceed  during  fiscal  year  1959,  with  a  project  of 
306  units  of  family  housing  at  Lajes  Air  Force  Base,  Azores.  The 
first  increment  of  135  units  in  this  project  will  be  supported  with 
existing  title  I  funds  which  have  accrued  from  the  sale  of  surplus  com¬ 
modities  to  Portugal.  Financing  of  the  remainder  of  these  houses  will 
be  developed  through  further  surplus  commodity  sales. 

JA  PAN 

The  original  project  of  1,700  units  of  family  housing  to  be  built  at 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  installations  in  Japan  has  now  been  re¬ 
duced  to  1,372  units  as  a  result  of  the  redeployment  of  United  States 
forces  in  Japan.  No  further  housing  construction  is  now  planned  for 
Japan  and  the  remaining  Japanese  yen  have  been  released  for  other 
uses. 

COMMODITIES  UTILIZED 

It  is  almost  never  possible  to  say  precisely  what  commodities  have 
gone  into  specific  housing  projects.  Generally,  a  commodity  sales 
agreement  with  a  given  country  covers  the  movement  of  a  variety  of 
commodities,  and  provides  for  a  variety  of  uses  of  the  proceeds.  As 
an  example,  in  Spain,  the  total  sales  of  commodities  since  the  passage 
of  Public  Law  480  have  amounted  to  $256  million,  and  have  included 
many  agricultural  products.  Out  of  the  total  proceeds,  there  has  to 
date  been  set  aside  $16  million  for  the  support  of  military  family 
housing  programs. 

Attached  is  a  list  of  the  countries  where  surplus  commodity  funds 
have  been  obligated  for  housing  projects,  showing  in  summary  the 


38 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


commodities  sold,  the  quantity  of  each,  and  the  price  paid  by  the 
receiving  country. 


Commodities 

Quantities 

Value 

(millions) 

AUSTRIA  (MOROCCO) 

10,739,000  bushels.  _ _ 

$15.3 

5.9 

10.5 

3.4 

4.8 

.2 

3.3 

Wheat.  _ _ _ 

3,497,000  bushels.  _ _ 

Cotton _ 

69,900  bales _  _ 

Fats  and  oils _ _ _ 

26,257,000  pounds _ 

Tobacco _ _ 

7,519,000  pounds _ 

Fruits  (dried  and  canned) _ 

1,111,000  pounds _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 

Total _ 

43.4 

Reserved  for  housing:  $8.7  million. 

FRANCE 

Cotton _ 

132,400  bales _ 

22.5 

4.5 

.7 

Tobacco _ 

7,716,000  pounds _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 

Total,  Public  Law  480  sales _ 

27.7 

Reserved  for  housing:  $6  million. 

Cotton  (barter) _ 

373,756  bales. . . . 

46.7 

3.3 

WhftAt  (barter)  __  _  _  . 

1,988,156  bushels.  . . . . 

Total _ 

50.0 

Reserved  for  housing:  $50  million. 

JAPAN 

Wheat.  _ 

31,030,000  bushels _ 

48.6 
15.0 

13.7 

52.8 
7.7 

12.5 

Feed  grains _ 

Rice _ 

2,142.000  hundredweight _ 

Cotton _ 

317,000  bales _ I _ _ 

Tobacco _ _ 

9,839,000  pounds _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 

Total _ _ _ 

150.3 

Reserved  for  housing:  $24.8  million. 

SPAIN 

Fats  and  oils _ _ _ 

830,626,000  pounds _ _ _ 

140.0 

48.8 

14.4 
4.5 

11.5 

17.5 
1.4 
1.0 

16.9 

Cotton _ 

314,800  bales _  _ _ 

Feed  grains. _ _ _ _ _ _ 

11,652,000  bushels. . . 

Tobacco _ 

18,772,000  pounds . . 

Meats  (beef  and  ham)  _ 

72.649,000  pounds _ 

Potatoes...  _ _ _ 

50,822,000  pounds _ 

Dairy  products _ 

4,723,000  pounds _ 

Ocean  transportation _ 

Total  . 

256.0 

UNITED  KINGDOM 

Tobacco _ _ _ _ _ 

50,000,000  pounds _ 

38.4 

10.2 

Fruits _ _ 

Total . . . . . . 

48.6 

Reserved  for  housing:  $44.7  million. 


Alternatives  to  Barter 

While  the  Department  of  Defense  states  it  is  highly  satisfied  with 
the  housing  produced  under  the  commodity  “barter”  program  in 
France,  it  is  recognized  that  the  construction  is  only  one  aspect  of  this 
complex  transaction.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  has  informed 
Defense  that  sales  of  cotton  and  wheat  under  the  French  program 
displaced  normal  dollar  sales,  and  that  in  the  future  any  housing 
barter  transactions  must  be  limited  to  commodity  sales  which  can  be 
demonstrated  to  be  additional  to  normal  marketings.  Under  these 
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circumstances  Defense  has  no  plans  for  further  barter  transactions 
either  for  military  family  housing  or  for  military  base  construction  in 
foreign  countries,  since  it  does  not  appear  that  transactions  of  any 
magnitude  could  be  conducted  under  the  revised  barter  program  rules. 

Surplus  commodity  housing  proposed  for  authorization  in  this  bill 
includes  only  those  projects  for  which  there  is  some  possibility  of 
generating  the  necessary  funds  through  country-to-country  sales 
(title  I  of  Public  Law  480,  83d  Cong.).  However,  the  Iceland, 
Okinawa,  and  Philippine  programs  involve  use  of  third-country  sales 
proceeds  in  Finland  and  Japan,  and  prospects  are  not  bright.  Al¬ 
though  prospects  are  good  for  obtaining  British  sterling  for  the  Ber¬ 
muda  project,  it  may  be  some  time  before  final  agreements  can  be 
reached  with  the  Bermuda  government  as  to  the  use  of  land  and  other 
details. 

In  view  of  the  position  taken  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  on 
further  barter  transactions  and  the  limited  potentiality  of  title  I  pro¬ 
grams,  Defense  has  stated  that  it  is  giving  consideration  to  the  ad¬ 
visability  of  recommending  to  the  Armed  Services  Committees  a  return 
to  the  guaranty  rental  program  for  some  areas  and  extension  of  this 
program  to  the  Pacific. 

Committee  Opinion  and  Action  on  Surplus  Commodity  Housing 

In  the  past  this  committee  has  indicated  its  strong  support  to  the 
surplus  commodity  program  as  an  effective  means  of  providing  over¬ 
seas  family  housing  (almost  16,000  units  have  been  constructed  and 
occupied  or  under  contract  with  a  dollar  amount  approaching  $250 
million).  This  committee  originated  the  provisions  which  began  the 
utilization  of  surplus  commodity  as  a  means  to  provide  housing 
overseas,  and  takes  strong  exception  to  the  position  taken  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  relative  to  the  limitation  of  such  future 
transactions.  In  a  similar  vein  the  committee  does  not  look  with 
favor  upon  the  advisability  of  a  return  to  the  rental  guaranty  program 
8nd  has  deleted  such  continuing  language  from  the  bill.  It  expects 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  discuss  the  subject  further  with  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  an  attempt  to  see  if  a  better  solution 
cannot  be  reached  in  order  to  insure  that  where  overseas  housing 
units  are  constructed  a  full  and  maximum  possible  utilization  of  the 
surplus  commodity  method  will  be  effected. 

This  bill  would  authorize  the  construction  of  not  more  than  4,000 
surplus  commodity  family  housing  units  during  fiscal  year  1959. 

The  committee  places  a  limitation  on  the  number  of  units  to  be 
constructed  in  order  to  insure  that  family  housing  units  are  established 
at  overseas  locations  on  an  austere  basis  in  support  of  operational 
requirements  only.  (See  that  section  of  the  report  pertaining  to 
overseas  bases.) 

capehart  program  (title  viii) 

It  is  believed  that  the  Capehart  family  housing  program  is  now 
familiar  to  all.  In  brief  the  program  might  simply  be  described  as 
a  “GI  housing  program  for  the  Government.”  The  projects  are  con¬ 
structed  by  private  capital  and  once  completed  and  accepted  by  the 
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Government  which  guarantees  the  loan,  the  military  departments 
acquire  the  title  and  the  responsibility  for  the  mortgage  payments. 
The  law  places  a  limitation  of  $16,500  as  the  average  price  per  unit 
and  a  4}{  percent  interest  ceiling.  The  going  market  rate  is  currently 
4%  percent.  The  mortgages  are  amortized  over  a  period  of  25  years 
although  pending  legislation  purports  to  extend  this  period  to  30 
years. 

To  summarize  the  Capehart  program  briefly,  as  of  May  13,  1958, 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  has  approved  for  development 
a  total  of  280  projects  containing  99,223  units;  48  of  these  projects, 
containing  9,377  units,  are  presently  deferred  pending  further  evalua¬ 
tion  of  need.  As  shown  on  the  attached  summary  these  units  are  in 
the  following  stages  of  development : 


Projects 

Units 

Total.... . . . . . . . 

280 

99,223 

19 

5,483 
35, 726 
11,144 
11,646 
35,224 

70 

21 

Advertised  for  bids  ." _ _ _ _ _ 

41 

Under  developement _ _ _ _ _ 

129 

Title  VIII  ( Capehart )  Housing  Program — Summary  of  development  program  as  of 

May  13,  1958 


Total 

Army 

Navy 

Air  Force 

Approved  by  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Properties  and  Installations) : 

99,  233 

32, 203 

13,  560 

53, 460 

In  process  1 . .  . . . . 

35, 224 

11,  750 

6,986 

16, 488 

Advertised . . . . . 

11, 646 

2,  735 

0 

8,911 

Bidder  accepted.. .  .  .. 

11, 144 

1,001 

4, 260 

5,883 

Under  contract 2 . 

41,209 

16, 717 

2,314 

22, 178 

Private . . . .  . 

12, 391 

4, 052 

225 

8,114 

FNMA _ 

28, 818 

12, 665 

2, 089 

14, 064 

Total  cost  of  units  under  contract _  _ 

$653,  996,  402 

$268,  761, 123 

$37, 274,  718 

$347,  960,  561 

Average..  ...  . . 

$15,  870 

$16,  077 

$16, 108 

$15,  689 

Mortgage  proceeds. . .  _  . . 

$622,511,397 

$254, 632, 516 

$35, 487, 183 

$332,  391,  698 

Average... _ _  ...  _  _. 

$15, 106 

$15, 232 

$15,  336 

$14,  987 

Private . . .  .  . . . 

$185,  724,641 

$61,  263,  233 

$3,  438,  360 

$121, 023, 048 

FNMA _  ..  _  ... 

$436,  786,  756 

$193,  369,  283 

$32,  048,  823 

$211,368,  650 

Appropriated  funds. . . 

$31,  485,  005 

$14, 128,  607 

$1,  787,  535 

$15,  568,  S63 

Average _ _  _ _  _  _ 

$764 

$845 

$772 

$702 

1  Includes  9,377  units  for  which  development  has  been  deferred  (Army,  4,155;  Navy,  3,242;  Air  Force 
1,980). 

2  Includes  5,483  units  in  completed  projects  (Army,  2,167;  Navy,  160;  Air  Force,  2,706). 


COMPARATIVE  COSTS 

Last  year  the  committee  requested  from  Defense  a  tabulation  show¬ 
ing  comparative  costs  incident  to  the  various  methods  of  procuring 
housing.  This  comparison  is  shown  below  as  follows.  While  the 
interest  rates  have  changed  since  then,  it  is  felt  that  the  comparative 
information  is  still  of  value. 
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Cost  of  family  housing  ( without  land )  1 2 


Type  of  housing 


Appropriated  fund  3 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Initial  cost.. _ _ _ _ 

Interest,  at  3H  percent . . . 

Title  VIII,  Capehart 3 _ _ 

Initial  cost _ 

Interest,  at  4  percent . . . . . . . 

Mortgage  insurance  premium _ _ _ _ 

Appropriated  fund  aid - - - 

Interest,  at  3K  percent  on  appropriated-fund  aid.. . . 

Title  VIII,  Wherry  (if  acquired)  4 _ _ _ 

Mortgage  payments  (assumed  from  sponsor) . 

Equity  payment  to  sponsor.. _ _ _ _ 

Immediate  minor  repairs _ 

Alterations  to  quarters  standards . . . . . 

Interest  on  Government  costs _ 

Title  VIII,  Wherry  (if  not  acquired),  quarters  allowance,  at  $90  per  month.. 

National  average  5 . . . . . . — 

Initial  sales  price . 

Interest,  at  5Mi  percent . . . . . . . 

Cost  of  land... _ _ _ _ _ _ 


20  to  25  years 


50  years 


$22,  842 


16,500 
6,  342 


26,  543 


15,500 
9, 042 
565 
1,000 
436 


20, 000 


13, 443 

1.500 
500 

3.500 
1,057 


27,000 


20,549 


12, 136 
8, 423 
(2, 664) 


$54,000 


1  Estimated  costs  based  on  average  units  and  on  the  assumption  that  $90  per  month  (average  quarters 
allowance)  is  available  to  pay  all  costs,  including  interest  and  mortgage  insurance  premiums  in  the  case  of 
FHA-insured  mortgages  (Capehart  and  Wherry).  Costs  of  maintenance  and  operation  are  not  included 
since  they  are  assumed  to  be  the  same,  on  the  average,  for  all  types  of  units. 

2  Initial  cost  is  an  average  based  on  contracts  recently  awarded.  Interest  rate  of  3)4  percent  is  based  on 
approximate  cost  of  money  to  the  Government;  at  this  rate  a  monthly  payment  of  $89.93  will  pay  off  $16,500 
in  21  years  3  months;  the  total  amount  paid  during  this  period  would  be  $22,842  ($16,500  for  principal  and 
$6,342  for  interest). 

3  Initial  cost  of  $15,500  plus  $1,000  of  appropriated  funds  for  site  acquisition,  site  preparation,  and  off-site 
utilities  (authorized  by  sec.  505,  Public  Law  155-82)  provides  a  unit  comparable  to  that  obtained  under 
MCA  program.  A  monthly  payment  of  $81.84  plus  the  mortgage  insurance  premium  (ranging  from  $3.12 
in  the  1st  year  to  0  in  the  last)  pays  off  the  $15,500  insured  mortgage  loan  in  25  years;  the  total  amount  paid 
would  be  $25,117  ($15,500  for  principal,  $9,052  for  interest,  and  $565  for  mortgage  insurance).  Using  a 
monthly  payment  of  $5.04,  the  $1,000  of  appropriated  funds  can  be  paid  off  in  23  years  9  months;  the  total 
amount  paid  would  be  $1,436  ($1,000  for  principal  and  $436  for  interest). 

4  Rased  on  unit  costing  $9,000  with  $8,100  mortgage  financed  at  4J,£  percent  (under  authority  of  sec.  10, 
Public  Law  94-83).  Assuming  that  unit  is  bought  after  4  years  of  private  operation,  333  payments  (27  years 
9  months)  remain  on  the  mortgage  loan;  at  $38.82  per  month,  these  amount  to  about  $7,500  for  principal  and 
$5,427  for  interest  plus  $516  for  mortgage  insurance.  Appropriated  funds  must  be  used  for  equity  payment 
to  the  sponsor  and  for  minor  repairs  and  major  alterations  (to  bring  house  up  to  public  quarters  standards). 
Using  a  monthly  payment  of  $49.30  (balance  of  average  quarters  allowance),  the  total  appropriated-fund 
cost  of  $5,500  at  an  interest  rate  of  3}4  percent  can  be  paid  off  in  11  years  1  month;  the  total  cost  is  $6,557, 
including  $1,057  for  interest. 

3  Based  on  committee  estimate  of  1957  average  sales  price  per  single  unit.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics 
indicates  national  average  sales  price  for  1954  as  $12,300;  1955  as  $13,600;  1956  as  $14,700.  All  prices  included 
land  costs,  which  are  estimated  to  average  18-20  percent  of  sales  price.  Interest  figured  on  mortgage  of 
$10,000  at  5  percent  for  25  years. 

Source:  Family  Housing  Division,  Office  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Properties  and  Installations. 


This  year  during  the  hearings  the  committee  requested  up-to-date 
information  from  Defense  concerning  the  comparative  costs.  This 
information,  as  furnished,  is  quoted  as  follows: 

In  computing  the  cost  of  time-pajmient  housing  (Capehart 
housing),  as  developed  under  title  VIII  of  the  National 
Housing  Act,  as  amended,  consideration  must  be  given  not 
only  to  the  cost  of  initial  construction,  but  also  to  the  cost  of 
interest  and  mortgage  insurance  premiums  over  the  25-year 
amortization  term.  To  compute  the  cost  of  appropriated 
fund  housing  on  a  comparable  basis,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  the  cost  of  money  to  the  Government,  since  it  is  fair 
to  assume  that  if  the  $650  million  of  Capehart  housing 
placed  under  contract  to  date  had  been  built  instead  with 
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appropriated  funds,  Treasury  borrowing  would  have  been 
increased  by  a  reasonably  comparable  amount. 

Accurate  comparison  of  construction  costs  for  time  pay¬ 
ment  versus  appropriated  fund  housing  is  not  possible  because 
of  differences  in  cost  limitations  and  development  procedures. 
Most  military  housing  currently  under  contract  is  being 
developed  under  the  time-payment  plan;  the  appropriated- 
fund  method  generally  is  used  where  Capehart  housing  is 
not  feasible,  such  as  where  small  projects  in  isolated  locations 
are  required,  where  title  is  not  appropriate  for  mortgaging, 
where  housing  for  higher  rank  officers  is  needed,  and  in  over¬ 
seas  areas. 

The  average  cost  of  design,  construction,  interest,  and 
mortgage  insurance  on  Capehart  units  placed  under  contract 
in  the  continental  United  States  prior  to  mid-May  of  this 
year  is  $25,640  for  the  25-year  amortization  period;  the 
average  cost  of  comparable  units  to  be  placed  under  contract 
during  fiscal  year  1959  would  be  $27,774  based  on  an  estimate 
of  on-site  costs  at  $16,000  per  unit.  The  following  table 
shows  the  components  of  these  cost  figures : 


Past 

Future 

Total  cost  of  unit _ 

$25, 640 

$27, 774 

On-site  cost 1 _ 

15, 125 
8,834 
556 
770 

16,000 
10, 016 
588 

Interest  on  principal 2 _ 

Mortgage  insurance  premium  8 _ _ _ 

Off-site  costs  4 _ 

800 

Interest  on  off -site  costs  * _ _ _ _ _ 

355 

370 

1  Paid  from  mortgage  proceeds;  covers  house,  including  range  and  refrigerator,  and  all  on-site 
improvements,  such  as  streets,  sidewalks,  landscaping,  and  utility  distribution  lines;  past 
figure  is  actual  average  cost  for  43,111  units  placed  under  contract  through  May  16. 1958.  includ¬ 
ing  a  number  of  units  built  under  the  previous  statutory  maximum  of  $13,500;  future  figure  is 
estimated  average  based  on  current  experience  and  anticipated  construction  cost  increases. 

2  Past  is  based  on  4  percent  and  future  on  4J4  percent. 

3  Base  on  J4  of  1  percent  of  declining  balances. 

4  Covers  site  acquisition  and  preparation  and  off-site  utilities  and  access  roads.  Past  figure 
is  actual  average  cost  for  43,111  units;  future  figure  is  estimated. 

8  Based  on  3)4  percent  as  cost  of  money  to  the  Federal  Government. 

Appropriated  fund  housing  now  under  contract  is  generally 
not  comparable  to  time  payment  housing  and,  therefore, 
directly  comparable  costs  cannot  be  computed.  However, 
there  is  sufficient  information  available  to  estimate  the  cost  of 
a  typical  appropriated  fund  unit,  which,  in  general,  is  slightly 
larger  and  has  higher  quality  components  than  the  Capehart 
unit.  Assuming  construction  of  such  t3rpical  unit  under 
conditions  comparable  to  Capehart  (projects  large  enough  to 
provide  benefits  of  mass  production  at  reasonably  accessible 
locations),  the  following  table  shows  the  components  of  such 
an  estimate  for  a  25-year  amortization  period: 
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Current 

Future 

Total  cost  of  unit _  - . . . 

$27,  777 

$30, 701 

On-site  and  off -site  costs  1 _ _  _  _. 

19,  000 
8,777 

21  000 
9,701 

Interest2 . . ...  _ _ _  _ _ _ 

1  On-site  and  off-site  costs  not  separable  due  to  contracting  methods.  Covers  cost  of  house 
to  5-foot  line,  including  range  (but  not  refrigerator),  site  acquisition  and  preparation  as  well 
as  both  on-site  and  off-site  improvements,  such  as  streets,  sidewalks,  access  roads,  landscaping, 
and  utility  mains  and  distributing  lines.  Past  figure  is  estimated  average  cst  based  on 
recent  contract  awards:  actual  average,  which  is  substantially  higher  than  $20,000,  has  been 
discounted  to  allow  for  the  preponderance  of  small,  spoci;  lized  projects.  Future  figure  is 
estimated  on  basis  of  anticipated  construction  cost  increases  and  anticipated  higher  statu¬ 
tory  cost  limits. 

1  Based  on  3H  percent  as  cost  of  money  to  the  Federal  Government. 


Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  over  a  25-year  period  the  Capehart 
costs  about  $2,100  less  than  the  more  expensive  and  larger 
appropriated  fund  house,  despite  the  difference  in  interest 
rates. 

The  committee  takes  complete  exception  to  the  inference  contained 
in  the  last  paragraph  of  the  preceding  statement.  Obviously  more 
expensive  and  larger  appropriated  fund  houses  do  cost  more  than 
smaller  $16,500  Capehart  units;  so  would  a  $50,000  or  $100,000  house. 
The  above  is  an  effective  comparison  of  apples  and  oranges  but 
completely  omits  what  could  be  the  true  picture. 

If  one  assumed  an  appropriated-fund  unit  built  for  the  same  cost  as  a 
$17,500  Capehart  unit  ($16,500  on-site  and  $1,000  off -site),  there 
would  be  a  saving  of  about  $3,300  in  interest  and  mortgage  insurance 
costs  ($8,0S4  versus  $11,397),  based  on  a  rate  of  3/  percent  for  direct 
Treasury  borrowing  compared  to  A/  percent  for  a  private  mortgage 
loan.  If  the  50,000  Capehart  units  in  the  fiscal  year  1959  military 
construction  authorization  bill  were  built  at  the  same  construction 
cost  with  appropriated  funds,  a  total  savings  of  about  $165  million 
would  be  possible. 

Regardless  of  whether  family  housing  is  provided  with  appropriated 
funds  or  by  Capehart  housing,  the  full  cost  to  the  Government  is 
appreciably  greater  than  when  quarters  allowances  are  paid  to  per¬ 
sonnel  occupying  local  community  housing.  For  example,  the 
quarters  allowances  forfeited  by  occupants  of  Capehart  housing  are 
used  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  indebtedness  over  a  25-year  term. 
However,  the  rental  allowance  does  not  cover  the  cost  involved  in 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  quarters  nor  the  provision  and 
replacement  of  furniture. 

No  comprehensive  cost  data  are  currently  available  applicable  to 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  of  Capehart  housing  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  as  a  whole.  However,  the  Navy  has  found  that 
operation  and  maintenance  costs  for  its  Capehart  units  amount  to 
approximately  $80  per  month.  These  costs  include  heat,  electricity, 
gas,  maintenance  of  grounds,  garbage  disposal,  repairs,  and  other 
necessary  utilities  and  services.  On  this  basis,  it  is  appropriate  to 
estimate  that  operation  and  maintenance  costs  for  Capehart  housing 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  as  a  whole  would  probably  average 
approximately  $75  per  month. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  all  Capehart  housing  will  be  fully  furnished 
with  Government-owned  furniture.  A  substantial  number  of  the 
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occupants  own  their  furniture  and  will  occupy  unfurnished  quarters.. 
Those  quarters  which  are  furnished,  however,  will  increase  the 
monthly  cost  to  the  Government  by  about  $25  per  month  (assum¬ 
ing  that  the  initial  cost  of  furniture  will  be  $3,000  and  it  will  last  for 
10  years).  Therefore,  the  cost  to  the  Government  for  Capehart 
housing  will  vary  from  $158  per  month  for  unfurnished  quarters  to 
$183  per  month  for  furnished  quarters.  Since  the  average  rental 
allowance  is  $90  per  month,  unfurnished  Capehart  housing  costs  the 
Government  $68  per  month  additional,  while  furnished  Capehart 
housing  costs  the  Government  $93  per  month  additional.  Over  the 
25-year  period  of  amortizing  the  mortgage  on  Capehart  housing,  these 
additional  costs  amount  to  $20,400  per  unfurnished  unit  and  $27,900 
per  furnished  unit. 

If  comparable  priced  Capehart  and  appropriated  fund  housing  costs 
are  compared,  it  is  quite  obvious  that  the  appropriated  fund  is  less 
expensive  even  if  one  assumes  that  the  Government  will  pay  interest 
for  the  appropriated  fund  units.  However,  such  would  not  neces¬ 
sarily  have  to  be  the  case  especially  in  the  year  of  a  balanced  budget. 

COMMITTEE  CONCLUSIONS  ON  MILITARY  HOUSING 

(1)  Excluding  special  cases  maximum  dependence  should  be  placed 
on  community  support  (45  to  50  percent). 

(2)  Program  needs  to  be  reconciled  with  the  long-range  troop  basis. 

(3)  Time-payment  or  credit-card  method  is  too  costly  and  should 
be  changed. 

(4)  Military  departments  have  a  legitimate  and  significant  need  for 
a  substantial  number  of  new  family  housing  units,  but  this  need  can 
be  met  more  economically  through  appropriation  of  the  necessary 
funds. 

COMMITTEE  RECOMMENDATIONS  AND  ACTIONS 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  the  committee  has  agreed  to  recommend 
that  a  certain  number  of  military  family  housing  units  be  included  in 
the  bill.  However,  it  has  rewritten  certain  portions  of  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  language  in  order  to  insure  a  better  program.  The  bill  as  reported 
from  the  committee  is  designed  to  accomplish  the  actions  incident 
to  the  following  recommendations : 

(1)  The  number  of  units  to  be  constructed  at  a  given  installa¬ 
tion  shall  not  exceed  55  percent  of  the  permanent  long-range 
requirements  (unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  certify  that 
the  installation  concerned  is  isolated,  or  that  housing  is  needed 
to  meet  unusual  military  conditions). 

(2)  In  no  case  shall  the  total  to  be  constructed  under  the 
fiscal  year  1959  authorization  exceed  30,000  units. 

(3)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  certify  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  of  the  House  and  Senate  prior  to  advertising 
for  bid,  that  the  number  of  title  VIII  housing  units  to  be  con¬ 
structed  at  a  given  location  is  consistent  with  the  long-range 
troop  basis  and  the  above-mentioned  55-percent  factor. 

WHERRY  HOUSING 

The  Wherry  Act  was  originally  conceived  as  a  method  of  providing 
housing  units  by  private  financing.  About  82,000  units  were  con- 
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structed  during  the  effective  life  of  the  act  (August  8,  1949  to  June  30, 
1956). 

Based  on  a  certification  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  that  the  housing 
was  needed,  the  FHA  insured  the  mortgages.  These  unit  mortgages 
averaged  $8,100,  or  90  percent,  of  the  average  unit  cost  limitation 
of  $9,000.  The  mortgages  are  designed  to  amortize  over  a  period  of 
about  33  years  at  4-percent  interest. 

In  general,  Wherry  housing  projects  were  built  on  land  leased  to 
a  private  sponsor  by  the  Government  for  a  75-year  period,  at  the  end 
of  which  the  Government  obtains  title. 

Rental  levels  are  established  by  the  FHA  predicated  on  estimates 
of  the  ability  of  military  personnel  to  pay.  Military  personnel 
occupying  such  units  do  not  surrender  their  rental  allowances  as  is 
normally  the  case,  nor  is  it  mandatory  that  they  occupy  these  units 
as  is  the  case  with  those  constructed  with  appropriated  funds. 

The  present  value  of  the  82,000  Wherry  units  located  on  Govern¬ 
ment-leased  land  is  estimated  in  excess  of  $1  billion. 

Recognizing  that  Wherry  units  would  be  in  existence  at  military 
installations  for  perhaps  the  next  60  to  70  years  and  that  in  many 
instances  it  would  be  desirable  for  the  military  departments  to  pur¬ 
chase  them,  Congress  enacted  permissive  acquisition  legislation  in 
1955.  In  1956,  by  Public  Law  1020,  84tli  Congress,  it  was  made 
mandatory  for  the  Defense  Establishment  to  purchase  Wherry  proj¬ 
ects  at  locations  where  Capehart  units  were  to  be  constructed.  To 
date,  14  Wherry  projects  representing  7,937  units  have  been  acquired, 
or  are  in  the  process  of  acquisition. 

Wherry  acquisition 

Of  the  total  of  83,718  units  in  the  Department  of  Defense  Wherry 
program,  acquisitions  to  May  9,  1958,  total  37,776  units,  divided  as 
follows: 


Units 


Armv _ 

Navy _ 

Air  Force 


9,  990 
1,  073 
26,  733 


In  addition  to  the  above,  9,064  units  (2,819  Army  and  6,245  Navy) 
are  scheduled  for  acquisition  prior  to  June  30,  1958.  Of  the  June  30' 
cumulative  total  of  almost  47,000  units,  about  26,000  were  mandatory, 
the  balance  permissive. 

At  present,  acquisitions  subsequent  to  fiscal  year  1958  are  scheduled 
for  about  18,000  units,  including  the  9,374  permissive  Air  Force  units 
proposed  in  this  bill.  This  leaves  about  19,000  units  for  which  no 
acquisition  is  presently  contemplated,  because  there  is  no  specific 
requirement  or  need  for  acquisition  at  this  time. 

Wherry  taxation 

The  taxation  of  unacquired  Wherry  projects  by  local  taxing 
authorities  is  causing  considerable  concern.  Section  511  of  Public 
Law  1020,  84th  Congress,  provides  that  taxes  on  such  projects  shall 
not  exceed  the  amount  of  taxes  on  other  similar  property  of  similar 
value,  and  further  provides  that  the  taxes  shall  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  Federal  payments  to  local  authorities  for  school  aid,  plus 
the  amounts  expended  by  the  Federal  Government  or  the  owner  for 
services  and  facilities  customarily  rendered  by  the  local  taxing 
authority. 
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Authority  to  determine  the  amounts  to  be  deducted  has  been  dele¬ 
gated  to  the  Secretaries  of  the  three  military  departments.  Deter¬ 
minations  have  been  made  in  many  cases,  but  their  acceptance  by 
local  tax  authorities  is  by  no  means  general  or  uniform.  In  some 
cases,  perhaps  a  third  of  those  made  to  date,  the  tax  deduction  is 
accepted,  and  the  case  is  then  settled.  In  the  remaining  cases  the 
local  tax  authorities  either  refuse  to  acknowledge  the  tax  deduction 
at  all,  in  effect  questioning  its  constitutionality,  or  while  accepting 
the  principle,  find  points  of  disagreement  on  the  amounts  involved. 

As  a  result  Defense  now  faces  an  increasing  number  of  cases  where 
litigation  will  indefinitely  postpone  the  orderly  resolution  of  tax 
problems  and  the  closely  associated  rent  increase  problems.  In  this 
atmosphere  Defense  says  it  must  decide  whether  to : 

(a)  Allow  rent  increases  to  cover  (and  hold  in  escrow)  the  full 
amount  of  the  tax,  which  would  work  an  unjustified  hardship 
on  the  occupants,  or 

( b )  Allow  rent  increases  to  cover  (and  hold  in  escrow)  the 
amount  of  the  net  tax  after  deductions,  which  would  result  in  a 
loss  by  the  Wherry  sponsor  in  the  event  of  an  unfavorable  court 
decision. 

Furthermore,  the  burden  of  litigation  and  its  cost  fall  on  the  mort¬ 
gagor  and  the  mortgagee  who,  quite  naturally,  are  then  tempted  to 
follow  the  simpler  course  of  yielding  to  the  full  local  tax  and  increasing 
the  rental  payments  accordingly. 

Because  of  the  wide  variety  of  complications  which  have  arisen  in 
these  cases,  Defense  has  directed  a  survey  of  all  Wherry  tax  problems 
in  order  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  present  program  and  to 
determine  whether  additional  legislative  authority  is  required. 

Because  of  the  previously  mentioned  line-item  requirement,  the  bill 
as  presented  requested  authority  for  permissive  acquisition  of  approx¬ 
imately  11,000  Wherry  units  not  covered  by  the  mandatory  provisions 
of  law.  Subsequent  to  the  submission  of  the  proposed  legislation  to 
Congress,  the  Department  of  Defense  forwarded  certain  additional 
requests  for  line-item  authorization  for  permissive  acquisition  at 
certain  installations  where  special  conditions  made  it  seem  desirable 
for  the  Government  to  obtain  ownership. 

Recognizing  that  the  acquisition  of  these  projects  is  consistent  with 
previous  legislation  proposed  by  the  committee  and  passed  by  the 
Congress,  this  bill  would  provide  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  per¬ 
missive  authority  to  acquire  any  Wherry  project  for  which  he  deems 
there  is  a  long-range  military  requirement. 

In  addition,  the  committee  has  included  an  amendment  to  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955,  designed  to  clarify  and  stabilize  the 
procedures  for  acquiring  Wherry  housing  projects  by  condemnation. 
The  committee  takes  this  action  primarily  because  it  has  been  in¬ 
formed,  and  has  a  sound  basis  to  believe  correctly,  that  the  criteria 
utilized  in  the  acquisition  of  Wherry  projects  has  varied  from  service 
to  service  with  a  resultant  lack  of  acceptable  uniformity.  The 
committee  expects  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  who  should  now  have 
no  doubt  about  his  authority,  to  establish  a  standard  procedure 
which,  in  the  interest  of  clarity,  just  compensation,  and  equitable 
treatment  of  all  concerned,  will  be  followed  by  the  entire  Department. 
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SUBSTANDARD  QUARTERS 

It  will  be  remembered  that  last  year’s  act  authorized  military  de¬ 
partments  to  declare  certain  substandard  units  as  inadequate  and 
that,  by  doing  so  it  would  be  possible  for  the  department  to  charge  a 
rent  rather  than  forfeit  a  full  quarters  allowance,  and  that  this  rent 
would  be  more  consistent  with  the  real  value  of  the  property.  A  time 
limitation  was  placed  on  the  duration  of  this  legislation;  at  the  end 
of  that  time  (July  1960)  all  substandard  units  which  had  not  been 
repaired  or  altered  to  bring  them  up  to  standard  are  to  be  disposed  of. 
The  Senate  committee  agreed  to  this  cutoff  date  in  conference.  The 
committee,  however,  indicated  in  its  report  that  in  the  interest  of 
economy  it  was  not  realistic  to  assume  that  the  services  would  be 
allowed  the  necessary  funds  required  to  improve  all  substandard  quar¬ 
ters  in  the  immediate  future,  and  that  it  certainly  would  be  impracti¬ 
cable  to  permit  the  destruction  or  removal  of  usable  units  especially  if  no 
other  housing  were  available.  It  also  indicated  that  it  expected  the 
service  Secretaries  to  report  annually,  in  conjunction  with  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  military  construction  bill,  the  number  of  units  declared 
substandard  during  the  preceding  year,  the  criteria  utilized,  the  reason 
for  such  actions,  the  progress  being  made  in  eliminating  units  from  the 
substandard  list,  and  the  cost  involved. 

To  date,  the  committee  has  not  received  a  satisfactory  report. 
During  the  hearings  it  requested  specific  information  pertaining  to 
the  number  declared  substandard.  The  information  received  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  Department  could  not  provide  specific  data,  but 
that  it  anticipated  that  20,000  units  might  need  to  be  destroyed. 
The  committee  notes  line  item  justification  data  presented  in  support 
for  new  housing  projects  that  part  of  the  justification  wras  predicated 
on  the  fact  "that  there  exists  at  this  installation  a  specific  number  of 
substandard  units  which  must  be  destroyed  or  disposed  of  by  July 
1960.”  Obviously  these  substandard  units  were  not  computed  as 
assets  in  estimating  the  overall  need  for  additional  construction.  It 
is  equally  obvious  that  the  committee  does  not  expect  the  Defense 
Department  to  house  people  in  really  inadequate  quarters.  Never¬ 
theless  it  feels  that  this  program  has  not  been  sufficiently  analyzed 
to  date  and,  therefore,  section  506  of  this  bill  would  provide  for  a  2-year 
extension  of  the  previously  mentioned  terminal  date. 

Overseas  Bases 

This  bill  would  authorize  nearly  $250  million  for  the  construction 
of  various  overseas  bases.  There  are  approximately  280  major  overseas 
bases  utilized  by  our  military  forces  throughout  the  world.  This 
number  does  not  include  certain  small  and  isolated  stations.  As  of 
June  30,  1957,  41  percent  of  our  armed  services  were  stationed  either 
abroad  or  with  the  operating  forces  of  the  Navy,  afloat  or  mobile. 

As  of  January  1958,  these  figures  were  as  follows: 


Total  in  the  active  forces _  2,  600,  000 

Stationed  abroad _  710,  000 

Navy  forces  afloat  or  mobile _  364,  000 

Percentage  abroad  and  afloat _  40.  3 
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The  magnitude  of  our  overseas  effort  can  begin  to  be  understood 
when  it  is  realized  that  the  bases  covered  in  this  bill  alone  represent 
the  following  dollar  figures  in  construction  authorizations  only: 


Authorization  in  inventory  as  of  June  30,  1958 _ $3,  079,  013,  000 

Authorization  not  yet  in  inventory _  1,  498,  242,  000 

Requested  authorization  contained  in  this  bill _  222,  081,  000 

Estimated  future  authorization  requirements _  2,  120,  630,  000 


Total _  6,  925,  966,  000 


The  committee  requested  that  the  Defense  Department  furnish 
the  above  figures  for  all  overseas  bases,  but  because  of  the  amount  of 
bookkeeping  involved  it  was  impossible  to  provide  the  information  in 
time  to  be  included  in  this  report.  The  committee  will  expect  these 
figures  to  be  furnished  in  connection  with  the  submission  of  next 
year’s  (fiscal  year  1960)  military  construction  authorization  bill. 

While  many  specifics  of  overseas  activities  must  of  necessity  remain 
classified,  including  precise  strengths  for  given  locations,  one  national 
publication  recently  showed  our  overseas  effort,  in  terms  of  personnel, 
as  follows: 


Area 

Military 

Dependent 

Total 

Far  East . . . . . . . . 

205, 000 
41,000 
41, 000 
23, 000 
18, 000 
353, 000 

92,000 
36, 000 
58, 000 
39,000 
11,000 
271,000 

297,000 
77,000 
99, 000 
62,000 
29,  000 
624, 000 

Alaska . . . . . . . . 

Caribbean _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

North  Africa _ _ _  _  _ __ 

Europe _ _ _  _ _ _ 

Total . . . . . . . . . 

681,000 

507,000 

1, 188,  #00 

These  figures  are  obviously  not  completely  accurate,  but  they  are 
sufficient  to  show  the  order  of  magnitude.  In  fact  the  trend  is  appar¬ 
ently  toward  increasing  overseas  costs  and  personnel  strengths  even 
though  in  many  instances  the  military  figures  are  decreasing.  For 
example,  the  Department  of  Defense  total  of  military  and  civilian 
personnel  for  overseas  and  foreign  countries  decreased  during  the  14- 
month  period  ending  March  31,  1957,  from  approximately  690,000  to 
approximately  640,000.  During  this  same  time,  however,  the  over¬ 
seas  dependent  population  increased  from  approximately  348,000  to 
approximately  409,000. 

The  salary  costs  alone  on  the  above  figures  (predicated  on  an  average 
of  $5,000  a  year  per  military  individual  and  $6,000  a  year  per  civilian) 
create  an  annual  payroll  of  nearly  $3.5  billion.  These  salary  figures 
obviously  do  not  include  the  cost  of  the  needed  logistical  support 
which  is  tremendous.  This  logistical  support  consists  of  indigenous 
civilian  employees,  ship  and  airlift  tonnage,  schools,  commissaries, 
medical  facilities,  and  other  items,  all  of  which  constitute  a  substantial 
outflow  of  cash. 

ADDITIONAL  FACTS  ABOUT  UNITED  STATES  OVERSEAS  EFFORT 

In  addition  to  the  employees  of  the  armed  services  both  military 
and  civilian,  the  United  States  Government  maintains  close  to  200,000 
full-time  employees  abroad.  These  employees  are  accompanied  by 
better  than  100,000  dependents. 
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The  United  States  Military  Sea  Transportation  Service  in  support 
of  our  overseas  effort  operates  the  world’s  largest  fleet  of  passenger 
vessels;  nearly  550  ships  call  at  nearly  550  ports.  During  1  calendar 
year  these  MSTS  ships  carried  nearly  250,000  tons  of  household 
effects. 

The  Military  Air  Transport  Service,  1  year,  transported  close  to 
60,000  United  States  civilians  and  dependents  from  this  country  to 
their  overseas  destinations  (this  does  not  count  almost  $400  million 
of  Government  moneys  used  to  charter  privately  owned  transportation 
space  during  the  same  period). 

During  one  fiscal  year  nearly  40,000  shipments  of  personal  effects 
were  dispatched  out  of  a  single  east  coast  port.  It  is  estimated  that 
it  costs  approximately  $10,000  to  move  an  average  family  overseas. 

In  many  overseas  areas  our  installations  have  become  self-sufficient 
and  almost  isolated  local  American  communities,  completely  equipped 
with  their  own  clubs,  shopping  centers,  theaters,  hotels,  and  trans¬ 
portation  service. 

While  it  has  often  been  said  that  our  personnel  overseas  represent 
our  "best  ambassadors,”  the  committee  cannot  help  but  wonder  if 
this  isolation  of  American  installations  does  not  in  fact  occasion  at 
times  more  resentment  than  it  does  a  friendly  attitude. 

Here  the  committee  would  like  to  address  itself  to  the  overseas 
family  housing  in  the  bill.  They  are  mostly  to  be  constructed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  surplus  commodity  program.  The  committee 
recommends  approval  of  most  units  requested  because  it  realizes 
that  our  personnel  must  be  adequately  housed  and  too,  it  favors  the 
surplus  commodity  method  of  constructing  overseas  facilities.  The 
committee  calls  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  exercise  his  authority 
to  authorize  the  construction  of  the  minimum  amount  needed  to  meet 
military  operational  requirements  only.  The  committee  cannot  help 
but  feel  that  wherever  possible  the  United  States  personnel  should 
attempt  to  become  more  a  part  of  the  local  communities.  It  has 
received  many  letters  on  this  subject  from  without  the  United  States. 
Certain  portions  of  one  letter  deemed  pertinent  are  quoted  below: 

Chairman  of  the  Senate  Armed  Forces  Committee, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  *  *  *  on  stepping  off  the  plane,  Captain 
Smith,  who  had  never  seen  our  village  said  "this  is  our  town,” 
and  he  proceeded  to  organize  mail,  express,  freight,  and 
*  *  *  to  stress  public  relations.  At  that  time  we  under¬ 
stood  it  was  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to  have  their 
people  to  mix  as  much  as  possible  in  the  community.  Since 
that  time  relations  have  been  excellent.  Housing  is  scarce 
in  town,  but  local  people  have  provided  houses  and  sites  to 
families  who  now  live  here.  The  United  States  military  per¬ 
sonnel  have  become  part  of  our  community.  We  provide 
schools  for  the  base  children  and  the  problem  of  bus  trans¬ 
portation  for  the  children  out  of  town  is  something  to  consider 
also.  Completely  modern  medical,  dental,  and  hospital  facil¬ 
ities  is  also  provided — and  used  almost  exclusively  by  the 
base.  Civilian  personnel  working  in  the  base  nearly  ail  live 
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in  town.  Our  churches  are  pleased  to  have  quite  a  number 
attending  from  the  base,  and  the  base  chaplain  on  his  regu¬ 
lar  visits  has  been  holding  evening  services  in  our  town.  In 
general,  the  United  States  military  force  has  taken  part  in 
most  of  our  local  activities  with  a  very  friendly  spirit  prevail¬ 
ing.  We  feel  that  these  friendly  relations  would  be  seriously 
jeopardized  by  isolating  the  personnel  families  away  from 
town.  *  *  * 

Yours  truly, 

COMMITTEE  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the  requests  for  overseas  con¬ 
struction  in  this  bill  are  generally  on  an  austere  basis  and  give  evid¬ 
ence  of  very  thorough  prior  review.  Nevertheless,  the  committee 
calls  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  exercise  now  and  in  the  future 
continued  and  greater  vigilance  to  insure  that  overseas  construction 
is  kept  to  a  minimum  and  is  consistent  with  approved  military  poli¬ 
cies,  and  that  the  stationing  of  dependents  in  areas  of  potential  combat 
be  seriously  questioned. 

The  committee  desires  this  review  and  close  supervision  because  if 
constant  vigilance  is  not  maintained,  the  following  unacceptable  con¬ 
ditions  could  result: 

(1)  Individuals  and  units  stationed  overseas  could  become  so 
engrossed  in  their  own  daily  “housekeeping”  that  they  do  serious 
damage  to  their  military  mission. 

(2)  Unacceptable  immobility  due  to  the  ratio  of  noncombat¬ 
ants  to  combat  troops.  Large  and  vulnerable  numbers  of 
dependents  stationed  in  potential  theaters  of  combat  might  well 
introduce  personal  considerations  into  the  minds  of  those  who 
should  be  solely  preoccupied  with  military  operations. 

(Note.— At  one  Air  Force  installation  within  easy  reach  of 
potential  enemy  missiles,  approximately  82  percent  of  the 
officers  and  46  percent  of  the  airmen  are  accompanied  by  their 
families.  There  are  3,200  high  school  and  elementary  students 
attending  base  schools — and  this  in  an  area  where  mobility  is 
said  to  be  one  of  the  prime  methods  of  defending  the  base — if 
“defense”  is  the  proper  word). 

(3)  The  cost  of  maintaining  and  providing  logistical  support 
for  overseas  installations  could  exceed  their  military  value. 

Real  Estate 

The  inventory  report  on  real  property  owned  by  the  United  States 
throughout  the  world,  dated  June  30,  1957,  prepared  by  the  General 
Services  Administration,  shows  that  Interior  has  control  over  211.2 
million  acres  of  Government-owned  land  in  the  United  States;  Agri¬ 
culture  has  control  over  167.5  million  acres  of  Government-owned 
land  in  the  United  States;  and  Defense  has  control  over  27.3  million 
acres. 

The  real  property  under  military  control  includes  property  owned, 
leased,  used  by  permit,  easement,  and  various  occupancy  rights 
(foreign  base  agreements).  As  of  June  30,  1957,  the  military  depart¬ 
ments  controlled  approximately  35  million  acres  of  land  throughout 
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the  world.  This  land,  together  with  the  improvements,  had  an 
original  cost  to  the  United  States  of  $24.8  billion. 

The  real  estate  under  military  control  may  be  grouped  as  follows: 
27.3  million  acres  in  the  United  States,  together  with  improvements 
thereon,  having  an  original  cost  of  $19.5  billion;  5  million  acres  in 
the  Territories  and  possessions,  together  with  the  improvements 
thereon,  having  an  original  cost  of  $2.6  billion;  and  2.7  million  acres 
in  foreign  countries,  together  with  the  improvements  thereon,  having 
an  original  cost  of  $2.7  billion. 

The  real-property  acreage  under  military  control  in  the  United 
States  consists  of  the  following: 

Acres 


Fee  owned _ 

Public  domain. 
Temporary  use 

Leased _ 

Easements _ 


7,  669,  150 
15,  067,  168 
2,  824,  670 
1,  722,  558 
67,  408 


Total _ _ _  27,350,954 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  over  half  of  the  land  under 
military  control  is  public-domain  land  that  has  never  been  on  the 
tax  rolls.  Only  7,669,150  acres  of  land  under  military  control  have 
been  removed  from  the  tax  rolls  in  the  United  States. 

The  27.3  million  acres  under  military  control  in  the  United  States 
is  approximately  1.4  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the  United 
States.  The  United  States  Government  owns  408.5  million  acres  of 
land  in  the  United  States,  or  21.5  percent  of  the  total  land  area  in  the 
United  States. 

The  Department  of  Defense  is  continuing  its  efforts  to  dispose  of  the 
maximum  practicable  amount  of  real  property,  and,  during  the  period 
August  27,  1955,  to  April  1,  1958,  a  total  of  469  installations,  or 
portions  thereof,  consisting  of  1,841,076  acres  of  land,  representing  an 
acquisition  cost  of  $707,910,000,  were  determined  to  be  excess  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  Altogether,  the  property  so  determined, 
and  that  which  currently  is  being  examined  within  the  Department  of 
Defense,  consists  of  6,077,501  acres  of  land  on  717  separate  installa¬ 
tions,  which  represents  an  acquisition  cost  of  $1,756,932,000. 

Since  Korea,  the  authorization  for  land  acquisition  has  been 
decreasing  each  year  in  both  dollars  and  acres.  The  acreage  and  cost 
of  property  determined  excess  to  military  needs  has  been  increasing 
each  year.  During  the  period  April  1  to  July  10,  1958,  68,982  acres 
of  land,  together  with  improvements  thereon,  having  an  original  cost 
of  $100,066,076,  have  been  determined  to  be  excess  to  the  needs  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  within  the  meaning  of  the  Federal  Property 
and  Administrative  Services  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.  In  addition 
to  the  foregoing,  2  Air  Force  ranges,  having  a  total  of  964,565  acres 
of  land,  will  be  declared  excess  to  the  requirements  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  within  the  near  future. 

New  weapons  systems  continue  to  be  the  principal  user  of  additional 
acreage  being  added  to  our  inventory.  However,  the  use  of  existing 
bases  for  such  sites,  wherever  available,  and  the  use  of  existing  bases 
for  support  facilities,  kept  new  acquisition  to  a  minimum  and  reduced 
the  cost  of  constructing  support  facilities.  Some  examples  of  this 
practice  are  the  use  of  Camp  Cooke,  Calif.,  as  a  joint  missile  facility 
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and  the  use  of  Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base  in  Wyoming  as  a 
support  location  for  an  ICBM  site. 

A  summary  of  the  real-estate  acquisitions  proposed  in  titles  I,  II, 
and  III  of  the  bill  is  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 


[Dollar  amounts  in  thousands] 


Fee 

acquisition 

(acres) 

Fee  cost 

Easement 

acquisition 

(acres) 

Easement 

cost 

Total 

cost 

Army  _ _ _ 

3, 952. 89 
1, 337. 00 
2, 078. 41 

$5, 957. 0 
2, 008. 0 

1, 362.  5 

7, 845. 00 
399. 00 
3, 400. 49 

$4, 290. 0 
164.0 
289.3 

$10,  247. 0 
2, 172. 0 
1,651.8 

Navy _ 

Air  Force . . . 

Total _  _ 

7, 368. 30 

9, 327.  5 

11, 644. 49 

4,  743.  3 

14, 070. 8 

Note.— Land  in  addition  to  that  shown  above  will  be  required  for  aircraft  control  and  warning,  ballistic 
missiles,  and  strategic  missiles  at  various  locations  where  the  exact  acreage  and  cost  have  not  yet  been 
■established. 


Although  the  committee  acknowledges  the  Department’s  efforts 
toward  the  disposal  of  surplus  real  estate,  it  is,  frankly,  disappointed 
in  the  results  attained  so  far.  In  consideration  of  the  fact  that  over 
27  million  acres  in  the  United  States  alone  are  controlled  by  the 
military  departments,  the  Defense  Establishment  is  under  the  most 
serious  obligation  to  husband  its  resources  and  to  return  to  the  tax 
rolls  all  real-estate  holdings  surplus  to  strict  military  requirements. 
The  committee  notes,  further,  the  failure  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  to  include  legislative  provisions,  as  promised  last  year,  which 
would  permit  the  sale  of  military  installations  in  high-priced  urban 
areas  and  authorize  the  use  of  sale  proceeds  toward  the  reconstitution 
of  facilities  elsewhere  at  an  overall  saving  to  the  Government. 

Washington  Airspace  Problem 

For  some  time  the  committee  has  been  gravely  concerned  over  the 
problems  arising  from  the  multiple  utilization  of  airspace  by  military 
and  civilian  aircraft.  It  is  obvious  that  the  airspace  problem  in 
Washington  is  becoming  more  and  more  acute — even  as  it  is  in  many 
other  parts  of  the  country.  The  committee  feels  strongly  that 
Congress  can  no  longer  approve  the  establishment  or  expansion  of 
military  air  facilities  in  heavily  populated  centers  without  covering 
thoroughly  the  airspace  problem. 

This  bill  includes  two  items  for: 

The  Navy  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $18  million,  and  $20 
million  for  the  Air  Force.  These  authorizations  would  be  utilized  in 
the  expansion  of  Andrews  Air  Force  Base  and  the  John  Tower  air 
facility  located  at  Andrews. 

Testimony  given  by  Navy  and  Air  Force  witnesses  concerning  their 
plans  to  move  air  operations  from  Bolling  and  Anacostia  indicated 
that  they  propose  to  move  as  soon  as  the  construction  of  adequate 
facilities  at  Andrews  are  completed.  One  witness  indicated  that  such 
a  move  might  be  as  late  as  the  first  quarter  of  the  calendar  year  1963 
before  Bolling  and  the  MATS  terminal  at  National  Airport  would 
cease  to  be  used.  The  earliest  possible  date  mentioned  in  the  testi¬ 
mony  was  some  time  late  in  1960.  The  committee  cannot  help  but 
feel  that  this  is  not  early  enough. 

It  is  understandable  that  the  services  have  many  military  require¬ 
ments  relative  to  the  operation  of  aircraft  in  the  Washington  area; 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


53 


but  regardless  of  these  requirements,  the  committee  cannot  help  but 
conclude  that  some  additional  vigorous  and  prompt  action  must  be 
taken  immediately  to  ease  the  situation — even  if  it  means  that,  on  a 
temporary  basis,  substitute  solutions  are  accepted. 

In  1957,  there  were  280,000  flights  from  the  National  Airport,  of 
which  7,700  were  MATS  aircraft.  At  Bolling  there  were  42,000;  at 
Anacostia,  72,000.  Andrews  is  also  a  busy  airport  with  222,000. 
This  makes  a  total  of  around  626,000  aircraft  operations  in  the 
Washington  area  annually,  of  which,  if  these  figures  taken  from  the 
testimony  are  correct,  only  a  little  better  than  270,000  were  civilian. 
These  figures  sound  fantastically  high,  but  they  are  taken  directly 
from  testimony"  so  it  is  assumed  that  they  are  correct. 

At  the  committee’s  request,  Gen.  E.  R.  Quesada,  Special  Assistant 
to  the  President,  Chairman  of  the  Airways  Modernization  Board, 
and  Chairman  of  the  Air  Coordinating  Committee,  appeared  before 
the  committee.  The  committee  found  General  Quesada  highly  in¬ 
formed  on  the  subject  and  most  cooperative.  The  committee  sug¬ 
gested  to  General  Quesada  that  it  wanted  not  only  a  solution  for  the 
interim  period  but  also  a  permanent  one  predicated  on  long-range 
planning.  He  was  asked  to  confer  with  the  services  involved  and 
review  the  possibility  of  immediately  moving  certain  of  the  pro¬ 
ficiency  and  other  military  flying  operations  from  the  Washington 
area  to  outlying  areas,  even  if  such  required  conditions  which  would 
not  be  considered  satisfactory  to  meet  all  military  requirements  over 
a  long  period  of  time. 

As  a  result  of  General  Quesada’s  investigation,  he  wrote  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  letter  on  June  16,  1958  (a  full  copy  of  this  letter  will  be  found 
at  the  appendix  of  the  printed  testimony),  salient  features  of  which 
are  printed  below : 

Your  committee’s  desires  for  early  action  prompted  me  to 
explore  in  some  detail  two  logical  possibilities: 

First — what  action  can  be  taken  now,  this  week,  to  alle¬ 
viate  the  congestion,  and  improve  the  air  traffic  safety 
features,  and 

Second — what  interim  steps  can  be  taken  between  now  and 
the  time  an  expanded  Andrews  facility  can  accept  addi¬ 
tional  aircraft. 

In  the  first  instance,  I  would  like  to  list  for  the  committee’s 
information  action  on  the  part  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy 
at  Bolling  and  Anacostia  that  will  be  taken  immediately  to 
reduce  the  volume  of  operations  at  those  bases.  This  action 
is  a  direct  result  of  your  committee’s  request  for  the  study. 

1.  An  agreement  between  Anacostia,  Bolling,  and  Wash¬ 
ington  National  towers  to  separate  the  traffic  from  those 
bases  has  been  amended  as  of  June  10.  The  amended  agree¬ 
ment  further  confines  military  YFR  traffic  operating  to  and 
from  Bolling  and  Anacostia  to  two  definitely  prescribed 
corridors  or  tunnels  from  which  they  may  not  deviate. 
These  tunnels  will  keep  Bolling  and  Anacostia  aircraft  east 
of  the  Potomac  and  Anacostia  Rivers  and  will  prevent  them 
from  mixing  with  aircraft  operations  at  Washington  National 
Airport.  I  would  like  to  insert  a  copy  of  the  amended 
agreement  for  the  record. 
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2.  Both  bases  are  completely  closed  to  jet  aircraft  and 
the  six  jets  previously  stationed  at  Anacostia  are  now 
grounded,  and  will  be  transferred  to  Andrews. 

3.  All  transient  aircraft  at  Bolling  and  Anacostia  will  be 
restricted  to  official  business  only. 

4.  Flights  emanating  from  Bolling  and  Anacostia  will  leave 
the  vicinity  of  Bolling-Anacostia  until  the  flight  is  to  be 
terminated. 

5.  Bolling  and  Anacostia  pilots  will  make  increased  use  of 
instrument  flight  plans  to  the  extent  that  they  can  be 
accommodated  by  the  air  traffic  control  system. 

6.  All  reserve  squadrons  at  Anacostia  will  be  scheduled  to 
perform  their  yearly  2  weeks  of  active  training  duty  at  other 
bases  throughout  the  country  where  less  air  traffic  congestion 
exists  and  not  at  Anacostia.  There  are  no  Air  Force  reserve 
squadrons  based  at  Bolling. 

ft  is  anticipated  that  the  above  actions  and  restrictions 
will  reduce  the  annual  operations  at  Bolling  and  Anacostia 
bjr  about  26,000  movements,  or  by  about  25  percent. 

My  investigation  into  the  possible  immediate  transfer  of 
aircraft  from  Bolling  and  Anacostia  to  other  military  bases 
until  Andrews  is  ready  led  me  to  two  basic  considerations. 
First,  it  was  necessary  to  find  military  bases  within  200  miles 
of  Washington  which  could  accept  and  support  additional 
piston  aircraft  of  the  types  now  based  at  Bolling  and  Ana¬ 
costia.  Second,  we  had  to  explore  the  impact  the  remote 
location  of  aircraft  would  have  upon  the  complicated  schedul¬ 
ing  of  pilots,  aircraft,  and  missions. 

To  physically  accept  additional  aircraft,  a  remote  base 
must  have  adequate  runway,  ramp,  and  parking  space.  The 
base  would  have  to  be  so  located  that  the  introduction  of 
additional  operations  would  not  aggravate  an  already  con¬ 
gested  airspace  and  air  traffic-control  situation. 

Before  transferring  Bolling  and  Anacostia  aircraft,  pro¬ 
vision  must  be  made  for  transfer  and  1  lousing  of  maintenance 
and  other  support  personnel,  for  storing  and  testing  spare 
engines,  radios,  and  various  other  aircraft  components. 

*  *  *  *  * 

On  the  basis  of  data  I  have  been  able  to  develop  in  the 
preparation  of  this  report  for  your  committee,  I  recommend: 

1.  Expedited  action  to  immediately  enlarge  the  ground, 
navigation,  communications,  and  landing  facilities  at  An¬ 
drews  Air  Force  Base  and  Patuxent  River  Naval  Air  Station. 
This  action  is  absolutely  essential  to  realizing  the  maximum 
safe  utilization  of  the  airspace  and  airports  in  the  National 
Capital  region. 

2.  The  expansion  at  Andrews  be  so  staged  that  homogene¬ 
ous  units  of  Bolling  and  Anacostia  aircraft  can  transfer  to 
Andrews  at  the  completion  of  each  specific  stage. 

3.  That  any  increase  in  the  civil  air  traffic  into  the  Wash¬ 
ington  National  Airport  be  carefully  reviewed  until  such 
time  as  this  air-traffic  congestion  has  been  alleviated  by  the 
completion  of  the  airport  now  planned  at  Chantilly.  For 
example  initial  operations  of  commercial  jets  serving  the 
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Washington  area  will  be  operated  from  Friendship  Airport 
near  Baltimore  until  adequate  facilities  are  available  at 
Chantilly. 

4.  Continued  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force, 
and  civil  operators  to  explore  ways  and  means  to  further 
reduce  the  number  of  aircraft  operations  at  Bolling  Ana- 
costia,  and  National  Airport. 

The  committee  wishes  to  compliment  and  thank  General  Quesada 
for  his  assistance.  It  cannot  help  but  feel,  however,  that  it  is  in¬ 
cumbent  upon  the  services  to  continue  to  pursue  the  subject  most 
vigorously — even  if  it  means  drastically  curtailing  proficiency  flights 
in  areas  where  civilian  aircraft  must  operate.  It  becomes  increas¬ 
ingly  obvious  that  a  solution  must  soon  be  found  to  the  airspace 
congestion  which  has  resulted  in  so  many  tragic  fatalities  in  the  past 
few  months.  The  committee  cannot  help  but  feel  that  many  of 
these  tragedies  could  have  been  avoided.  The  committee  includes 
these  remarks  in  this  report  on  the  construction  bill  in  order  to  em¬ 
phasize  the  problem  and  to  indicate  that  it  expects  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  move  with  all  possible  speed  in  expediting  the  construction 
of  facilities  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base  and  also  to  insure  that  the 
establishment  of  other  military  facilities  throughout  the  country  is 
coordinated  in  light  of  the  airspace  problem. 

Competitive  Bid  Procedures  and  Contract  Supervision 

The  committee  has  always  been  of  the  firm  conviction  that  con¬ 
struction  contracts  should  on  the  mam  be  let  under  established  and 
time  proven  competitive  bid  procedures.  This  is  the  only  adequate 
way  to  insure  that  the  Government  gets  the  most  value  for  the  dollar 
spent. 

During  the  hearings,  Department  of  Defense  was  requested  to 
submit  information  indicating  past  experiences  in  this  area.  Informa¬ 
tion  received  is  shown  below: 


Comparative  percentage  of  competitive  bid  contracts  versus  negotiated 
contracts  for  all  Department  of  Defense  military  construction  during 
the  past  years 


Percentage  of  work 
performed  by — 

Competitive- 
bid  contracts 

Negotiated 

contracts 

Fiscal  year: 

1953 . . . . 

93 

7 

1954 . . . 

93 

7 

1955 . . . 

80 

i  20 

1956.. . . . . . . 

91 

9 

1957..  . . — . 

91 

9 

1st  hall,  1958 . . . 

94 

6 

i  This  high  percentage  is  mainly  due  to  the  DEW  line  construction  contracts. 


The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the  experience  in  the  con¬ 
struction  field  indicates  that  better  than  90  percent  of  all  contracts 
have  been  let  on  a  competitive-bid  basis;  however,  it  feels  that  im¬ 
provements  can  still  be  made.  It  recognizes,  of  course,  that  under 
certain  classified  conditions  and  at  special  overseas  locations  it  may  be 
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necessary  to  resort,  to  negotiated  contracts.  There  is  a  grave  danger, 
however,  that  negotiated  procedures  may  result  in  excessive  costs  and 
inefficiency  especially  when  adequate  supervision  by  qualified  military 
and  civilian  engineers  representing  the  Government  is  not  constantly 
maintained.  The  committee  particularly  views  with  alarm  the  grow¬ 
ing  trend  to  let  huge  contracts  for  the  construction  of  missile  facilities 
on  a  negotiated  basis.  The  use  of  package-type  contracts  for  design 
and  construction  activities  with  industrial  manufacturers  could  well 
result  in  the  following: 

(a)  Large  sums  of  appropriated  funds  controlled  and  expended 
as  the  contractor  sees  fit. 

( b )  Excessive  concentration  of  vast  sums  of  money  in  the  hands 
of  a  single  contractor. 

( c )  Inadequate  or  no  supervision  of  the  design  and  construct  ion 
by  qualified  representatives  of  the  Government. 

(d)  Competition  between  two  or  more  military  services  for 
resources,  materials,  equipment,  and  personnel. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  section  506  of  this  bill  repeats  the  language 
contained  in  previous  construction  bills  to  the  effect  that  insofar  as 
possible,  contracts  under  this  act  should  be  awarded  on  a  competitive 
basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder.  In  addition,  section  506 
provides  that  contracts  which  shall  be  executed  by  the  United  States 
under  this  act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  the  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  or  the 
Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  in  special  cases  determines  otherwise. 

Hospitals  and  Dependent  Medical  Care 

There  was  originally  requested  in  this  bill  authority  to  construct 
nine  hospitals  listed  as  follows: 

For  the  Army 

A  50/100-bed  hospital  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.,  in  the  amount 
of  $1,900,000;  and 

A  125/200-bed  hospital  at  Fort  McClellan,  Ala.,  in  the  amount 
of  $3,331,000. 

For  the  Navy 

No  hospitals  were  requested;  however,  $8,503,000  was 
requested  to  provide  for  replacement  of  inadequate  or  tempo¬ 
rary  facilities  and  for  certain  new  ones  at  the  Naval  Medical 
Center,  Bethesda,  Md. 

For  the  Air  Force 

Seven  small  50-bed  hospitals  totaling  $16,137,000  at  Air  Force 
bases  which  do  not  now  have  hospitals. 

The  installations  are: 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Mont. 

Grand  Forks  Ah  Force  Base,  N.  Dak. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Micli. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Mich. 

Beale  Ah  Force  Base,  Calif. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wis. 
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The  committee  has  for  some  time  been  quite  concerned,  not  over 
tiie  services’  requirement  for  proper  medical  facilities,  but  over  the 
maximum  utilization  of  those  already  in  being.  This  aspect  has  been 
emphasized  most  recently  by  the  results  accumulated  to  date  in  the 
implementation  of  title  II  of  the  Dependents  Medical  Care  Act 
(Public  Law  569,  84th  Cong.). 

Title  II  of  the  above-referenced  act  provides  in  part  that  in  order  to 
assure  the  availabilit}r  of  medical  care  for  certain  dependents  of 
members  of  the  uniformed  services,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  should 
prescribe  procedures  for  providing  medical  service  or  health  plans  as 
deemed  appropriate.  Despite  a  sizable  reduction  in  personnel 
strength  since  enactment  of  the  law,  the  cost  for  dependent  medical 
care  for  fiscal  year  1958  has  grown  to  over  $75  million  and  for  1959  it 
is  estimated  that  it  will  be  approximately  $70  million.  Apparently 
one  of  the  main  reasons  for  these  high  costs  has  been  the  failure  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  to  require  that  existing  military  medical 
facilities,  where  adequate  and  available,  be  used  for  the  treatment  of 
dependents. 

A  comparison  of  the  cost  per  patient-day  for  each  of  the  three 
services  and  for  the  Dependents  Medical  Care  Act  during  fiscal  year 
1957,  is  shown  below: 

Cost  per  patient-day  for  fiscal  year  1957 


Navy _  $16.  24 

Army _ 26.  42 

Air  Force _  24.  64 

Dependents  Medical  Care  Act _  45.  00 


Of  course,  these  costs  are  averages  and  the  DMCA  cost  is  an  esti¬ 
mate.  While  these  figures  are  not  fully  comparable,  because  the 
DMCA  figures  do  not  include  administrative  charges  or  fees  paid  by 
dependents  nor  does  the  Government  experience  all  of  the  cost  incurred 
by  private  medical  facilities.  Nevertheless,  they  do  represent  out-of- 
pocket  costs  to  the  Government  for  the  cost  per  patient-day  in  medical 
facilities  both  private  and  military. 

DMCA  cost  has  risen  to  $50  a  day  since  1957,  while  it  has  been 
stated  that  service  costs  per  patient-day  have  remained  approxi¬ 
mately  the  same. 

USE  OF  EXISTING  MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

It  appears  obvious  to  the  committee  that  existing  medical  facilities 
are  not  being  utilized  to  the  extent  of  their  capacity.  At  the  beginning 
of  calendar  1958,  the  committee  has  been  informed,  the  normal  bed 
capacity  of  the  medical  facilities  of  the  three  services  was  approxi¬ 
mately  85,000.  Approximately  42,000  of  this  number  represents  the 
operating  beds  and  the  daily  average  of  beds  occupied  was  less  than 
31,000.  Dependents  occupied  less  than  6,000  of  this  31,000  figure. 
In  fact,  during  the  first  year  of  the  operation  of  DMCA,  beds  occupied 
by  dependents  in  military  medical  facilities  decreased  by  approxi¬ 
mately  1,000. 


58 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


Committee  Action 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  the  committee  does  not  at  this  time 
recommend  additional  authorization  for  the  construction  of  hospital 
facilities  to  replace  those  already  in  existence.  It  realizes  that  there 
exists  within  the  services  many  medical  installations  which  must 
ultimately  be  replaced  and  modernized.  However,  it  has  adopted 
the  policy  of  disapproving,  at  least  for  this  year,  replacement  of  such 
facilities  until  it  is  convinced  that  maximum  utilization  is  being 
accomplished  at  existing  facilities. 

The  committee  has  therefore  deleted  from  the  “Army”  title  of  the 
bill  the  2  hospitals  previously  mentioned — one  at  Carlisle  Barracks, 
Pa.,  and  one  at  Fort  McClellan,  Ala.  It  recommends  approval  for 
the  Navy  and  Air  Force  items  only  because  the  Navy  item  is  basically 
for  the  expansion  of  the  Medical  Center  at  Bethesda,  a  national 
institution,  and  because  the  small  50-bed  hospitals  carried  in  the 
“Air  Force”  title  are  for  installations  which  do  not  now  have  hospital 
facilities. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  committee  calls  upon  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  to  furnish  at  an  early  date  a  tabular  report,  showing  full 
figures  pertaining  to  the  number  of  dependents  cared  for  during  the 
2  calendar  years  preceding  the  effective  date  of  the  Dependents 
Medical  Care  Act  and  relative  subsequent  data. 

RESERVE  COMPONENT  FACILITIES 

Last  year  when  reporting  on  the  hearings  which  preceded  the 
enactment  of  Public  Law  85-215,  providing  authorizations  for  con¬ 
struction  of  Reserve-component  facilities,  the  committee  indicated 
its  desire  that  in  subsequent  legislation  of  this  type  the  Department 
of  Defense  should  request  annual  authorizations  on  a  line-item  basis. 
Therefore,  shortly  after  the  submission  of  S.  3756  to  Congress  (the 
fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authorization  bill  pertaining  to 
the  active  services),  the  Department  of  Defense  submitted  S.  3863, 
proposing  certain  line  authorizations  for  construction  pertaining  to 
the  Reserve  components. 

It  appeared  logical  to  the  committee  that  both  Active  and  Reserve 
construction  programs  be  combined  in  one  bill;  therefore,  while 
testimony  was  taken  on  S.  3863,  its  provisions  as  recommended  by 
the  committee  have  been  included  under  title  VI  of  this  bill. 

As  originally  presented,  S.  3863  contained  authorization  requests 
amounting  to  approximately  $30  million  broken  down  as  follows: 


Navy  and  Marine  Corps _  $11,  892,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve  and  Air  National  Guard _  18,  248,  000 


No  additional  authorizations  were  requested  for  the  Army  National 
Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve.  The  Department  of  Defense  indicated 
no  additional  authorities  were  requested  for  the  Army  National  Guard 
and  the  Army  Reserve  because  there  existed  a  carryover  into  fiscal 
year  1959  from  prior-year  authorizations  in  an  amount  of  approxi¬ 
mately  $45  million.  The  inference  was  that  this  $45  million  was 
considered  adequate  to  provide  construction  for  the  next  12  months. 

The  committee  takes  exception  to  this  philosophy.  It  considers 
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the  National  Guard  and  the  Organized  Reserve  as  absolutely  essential 
to  this  Nation’s  defense,  and  it  firmly  believes  that  our  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents  must  be  provided  with  adequate  armories  and  the  other 
facilities  needed  for  their  training. 

Testimony  taken  last  year  indicated  that  there  were  better  than 
2,000  locations  where  Army  Reserve  training  was  being  carried  on 
and  that  of  these  only  551  were  considered  adequate.  In  the  case  of 
the  Army  National  Guard  it  was  stated  that  out  of  a  total  requirement 
for  2,700  units,  there  remained  800  locations  to  be  established  or 
improved,  and  .yet  S.  3863  contained  no  request  for  additional  Army 
installations.  This  is  surprising  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  committee 
was  informed  that  various  States  and  communities  have  already  made 
available  approximately  $35  million  as  their  contribution,  and  if  the 
Federal  Government  were  to  provide  its  75  percent  share  there  would 
need  to  be  almost  $100  million  more  made  available. 

Various  charts  presented  during  the  hearings  indicated  that  the 
total  amount  of  authorizations  requested  represented  only  2.6  percent 
of  the  total  requirement.  If  this  percentage  is  added  to  that  already 
in  being  or  under  contract,  there  remains  46.9  percent  to  be  filled. 
At  this  rate  it  would  take  nearly  15  years  to  provide  the  estimated 
requirements  for  all  Reserve  components. 

Testimony  from  senior  National  Guard  officials  indicated  “a  dire 
need  for  many  new  National  Guard  armories.” 

At  the  committee’s  request  the  National  Guard  Bureau  submitted 
a  list  of  various  projects  in  accord  with  requests  and  priorities  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  adjutants  general  of  the  States  involved,  with  State¬ 
matching  funds  and  sites  already  available.  It  was  indicated  to  the 
committee  that  these  projects,  both  armory  and  nonarmory,  had  been 
reviewed  for  compliance  with  Department  of  Defense  criteria  and  a 
continuing  requirement  under  the  new  forces  structure  of  the  Army 
National  Guard,  and  all  are  considered  to  be  essential  and  eligible  for 
Federal  participation. 

As  a  result  of  the  foregoing,  the  committee  added  line-item  projects 
for  the  Army  National  Guard  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $23 
million  and  for  the  Army  Reserve  approximately  $5  million. 

During  the  course  of  the  hearings,  the  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  for  Properties  and  Installations,  by  letter  dated  June  18,  1958, 
furnished  the  committee  a  list  of  projects  for  each  Reserve  component 
showing  them  by  location,  type,  and  indicating  those  for  which  the 
existing  authorizations  would  carry  over  into  fiscal  year  1959  (this 
list  appears  in  the  printed  hearings,  beginning  on  p.  836).  In  taking 
the  action  to  add  the  line  item  projects  for  the  Army  National  Guard 
and  for  the  Army  Reserve  mentioned  previously,  the  committee  wishes 
to  make  completely  clear  that  this  additional  authorization  would  be 
in  addition  to  projects  heretofore  approved  and  to  those  covered  in 
the  carry-over  list  conveyed  by  Secretary  Bryant’s  letter  of  June  18, 
1958.  These  authorizations  are  not  intended  as  a  priority  but  rather 
as  a  supplement  to  the  previously  mentioned  list. 

Secretary  Bryant’s  letter  of  June  18,  and  that  portion  of  the  carry¬ 
over  list  pertaining  to  the  Army  National  Guard  is  appended  to  this 
report. 
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Further  description  of  title  VI  is  contained  in  a  subsequent  portion 
of  this  report  along  with  a  geographical  listing  by  States. 

SAN  JACINTO  ORDNANCE  DEPOT,  TEX. 

As  indicated  in  previous  reports  accompanying  prior-year  military- 
construction-authorization  bills,  the  committee  has  for  some  time  been 
concerned  over  the  specific  location  of  certain  types  of  military 
facilities,  especially  those  constituting  a  potential  danger  to  the  local 
communities  incident  to  the  storage  of  huge  quantities  of  explosives 
and  other  munitions.  Equally  of  concern  to  the  committee  is  the 
retention  of  facilities  at  the  expense  of  the  local  economy  when  the 
•  original  military  requirement  for  their  existence  may  have  been  sub¬ 
stantially  altered  or  eliminated  by  changes  in  the  concept  and  tech¬ 
nology  of  modern  warfare. 

The  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  as  well  as  the  naval  facility  at 
Port  Chicago,  Calif.,  has  been  the  subject  of  review  by  the  committee 
over  the  past  several  years.  Recently  the  committee  has  received 
many  letters  and  telegrams  challenging  the  need  for  the  San  Jacinto 
Depot.  The  committee  notes  the  action  by  the  House  of  "Representa¬ 
tives  in  its  passage  of  the  fiscal  year  1959  military-construction- 
authorization  bill,  wherein  the  language  contained  in  section  109  of 
title  I  would  require  the  sale  of  San  Jacinto  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army.  The  Senate  committee  feels  that  a  sale  must  be  considered 
only  in  light  of  security  requirements.  It  does  believe,  however,  that 
serious  question  has  arisen  as  to  the  actual  need  for  this  facility  at  its 
present  location  and  whether  it  would  be  advisable  to  move  ft  to  an 
alternate  site.  Therefore,  language  lias  been  included  in  section  110 
authorizing  and  directing  the  sale  of  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  finds  after  due  investigation  that  such 
action  would  be  inimical  to  the  national  security. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  committee  invites  the  attention  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  the  need  to  resurvey  other  like  installations 
where  similar  conditions  may  exist.  The  committee  especially  wants 
to  emphasize  the  Port  Chicago  Facility  as  being  in  this  category.  In 
the  past  the  committee  has  been  urged  to  authorize  the  relocation  of 
Port  Chicago.  The  committee  has  taken  no  action  because  of  firm 
representation  by  the  Department  of  Defense  that  the  existence  of 
the  Port  Chicago  Facility  at  its  present  location  is  essential  to  national 
security  and  that  no  satisfactory  alternate  site  lias  been  found  on  the 
Pacific  coast. 

The  committee  calls  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  again  review 
this  matter  and  report  the  results  of  such  review  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  no  later  than  February  1,  1959. 
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TITLE  I— ARMY 

BRIEF  OF  NEW  AUTHORIZATION  PROGRAM 


Title  I  (Army) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $104,  325,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  8,  732,  000 

Classified _  63,  906,  000 

Emergency  construction _ _ _  25,  000,  000 


Total _  201,  963,  000 


The  Army  structure  in  support  of  which  the  construction  program 
is  designed  is  summarized  by  major  combat  units  as  follows: 


Army  structure — Major  combat  units 


Fiscal  year 
1958 

Fiscal  year 
1959 

900, 000 
15 

870,000 

14 

1 

1 

11 

11 

4 

4 

29  (9) 
65 

35  (7) 
74 

25 

30 

21 

24 

4 

6 

i  Numbers  in  parenthesis  represent  units  included  in  missile  commands  listed  above. 


The  Army’s  comparative  personnel  strengths  showing  officers, 
enlisted,  and  cadets  are  as  follows: 

Military  personnel  strengths — Army 


[Thousands] 


Actual  strength 

Projected  strength 

June  30, 
1957 

Dec.  31, 
1957 

June  30,  1958 

June  30, 
1959 

Average  strength 

Original 
fiscal  year 
1958  esti¬ 
mate 

Current 

estimate 

Fiscal 

year 

1958 

Fiscal 

year 

1959 

■Officers _ 

^Enlisted _ _ 

Subtotal _ _ 

■Cadets _ _ 

Total _ _ 

110.6 

884.7 

104.7 

810.2 

110.6 
887  4 

105.0 

793.1 

100.1 

768.0 

106.4 
830. 1 

102.2 

773.8 

995  3 
1.8 

914.9 

2  4 

998  0 
2.0 

898.1 

1.9 

868. 1 

1.9 

936.5 

2.4 

876.0 

2.4 

997. 1 

917.3 

1, 000. 0 

900.0 

870.0 

938.9 

878.4 

28929—58 
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A  summation  of  the  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authoriza¬ 
tion  requests  as  originally  presented  to  the  committee  follows : 

Summary  of  program  objectives  contained  in  title  I  ( Army ) 


Amount 

Percent 

For  construction  of  Nike,  Hawk,  and  Missile  Master  facilities  in  both  continental 
United  States  and  overseas  areas - -  - 

$137,  215, 000 

‘39.5 

For  troop  housing  in  the  continental  United  States  and  overeseas  areas,  including 
$29,000,000  for  permanent  barracks,  messes,  and  administration  and  supply 
buildings,  to  accommodate  10,768  enlisted  men,  and  $3,200,000  for  permanent 
BOQ  spaces  to  accommodate  372  officers.  The  remaining  $6,400,000  will  pro¬ 
vide  3,644  semipermanent  barracks  spaces  and  663  BOQ  spaces  at  temporary 
installations  in  the  continental  United  States  and  in  overseas  areas. .  _  _ 

38,640,000 

11. 1 

For  construction  of  facilities  in  support  of  classified  projects  in  overseas  areas _ 

31,280,000 

9.0 

For  classified  facilities  in  support  of  the  Nike-Zeus  program  in  the  continental 
United  States  and  in  overseas  areas -  - 

29, 195, 000 

8.4 

For  construction  of  necessary  facilities  required  by  changes  In  Army  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development 
requirements,  or  improved  production  schedules _ _ 

25, 000,  000 

7.2 

For  the  construction  of  training  facilities,  to  include  $3,400,000  for  an  academic 
building  at  Fort  Lee,  Va.;  $2,300,000for  an  academic  building  at  Fort  Sill,  Okla.; 
and  $7,900,000  for  classroom  and  laboratory  buildings  at  Fort  Bliss,  Tex _ 

17, 481,  000 

5.0 

For  fee  acquisition  of  551  acres  at  3  named  installations,  and  fee  acquisition  of  3,402 
acres  and  easement  over  7,845  acres  at  various  Nike  and  other  antiaircraft 

10, 247, 000 

9,  931, 000 

3.0 

2.9 

For  research,  development  and  test  facilities  in  the  continental  United  States... 

For  essential  airfield  and  heliport  facilities  at  major  installations  throughout  the 
United  States  and  in  overseas  areas  to  support  the  Army’s  aviation  program.. 

7, 269, 000 

2.1 

For  the  construction  of  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  to  include  $1,900,000  for  a 
50/100  bed  hospital  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.,  and  $3,300,000  for  a  125/200  bed 
hospital  at  Fort  McClellan,  Ala _  ..  _  .. 

6,  583, 000 

1.9 

For  the  U.  S.  Military  Academy,  to  provide  a  new  cadet  barracks  building  (526 
spaces) ,  alterations  to  the  existing  hospital,  and  modernization  of  facilities  at 

5, 844, 000 

1.7 

For  maintenance  and  storage  facilities  and  miscellaneous  support  items  along  the 
line  of  communications  in  France . . . . . .  .  ...  _ _  _ 

4, 063, 000 

1.2 

For  community,  welfare  and  morale  facilities  in  the  United  States  and  in  overseas 
areas  to  include  commissaries,  service  clubs,  NCO  clubs,  chapels,  hobby  shops, 
post  exchanges,  and  libraries . . . .  ..  . 

3,  431, 000 

1.0 

For  continuation  of  other  essential  programs  to  include  administrative  facilities; 

covered,  open,  and  ammunition  storage  facilities;  waterfront  facilities;  post 
engineer  facilities;  field  maintenance  shops;  and  utilities,  to  include  electricity, 
water,  heat,  roads  and  streets,  and  ground  improvements _ _ _ 

20, 849, 000 

6.0 

347, 028, 000 

100.0 

1  Major  changes  in  the  above  as  a  result  of  committee  action  are:  (1)  Deletion  of  the  $137,215,000  for  con¬ 
struction  of  Nike,  Hawk,  and  Missile  Master  facilities  from  title  I  (Army),  and  inclusion  of  the  authority 
in  title  IV  (Defense)  as  previously  mentioned. 


Categories  of  construction 

A  breakdown  of  the  program  by  broad  categories  is  as  follows: 

Analysis  of  title  I  {Army)  by  category  type  of  facilities  to  be  provided 

[Dollar  amounts  in  millions] 


Categories 

Zone 
of  in¬ 
terior 

Per¬ 

cent 

Over¬ 

seas 

Per¬ 

cent 

Total 

Per¬ 

cent 

1.  Operational  and  training _ _ 

$127. 0 

36.6 

$40.2 

11.6 

$167. 2 

48.2 

2.  Maintenance  and  production _ _ 

12.1 

3.5 

.8 

.2 

12.9 

3.7 

3.  Research,  development,  and  test...  - 

19.7 

5.7 

19.4 

5.6 

39.1 

11.3 

.  1 

11.0 

3.2 

11  1 

3  ? 

5.  Hospital  and  medical _ _  _ 

6.4 

1.9 

.  1 

6  5 

19 

9.6 

2.8 

.  1 

9  7 

?  8 

7.  Housing  and  community. .-  ...  -  .  ...  _ 

42.9 

12.4 

4.5 

1.3 

47!  4 

13.7 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements  _ 

9.7 

2.8 

8.2 

2.3 

17.9 

5.1 

9.  Real  estate... . .  . 

7.2 

2.  1 

3.0 

.8 

10.2 

2.9 

10.  Sec.  103 _ _ _ 

25.0 

7.2 

25  0 

7  ? 

Total . . . . 

259.7 

75.0 

87.3 

25.0 

347.0 

100.0 
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PROGRAM  BY  MAJOR  ACTIVITIES 

A  description  of  the  program  by  major  activities  and  the  missions  to 
be  served  follow: 

Technical  services 

Ordnance  Corps. — The  assigned  mission  of  the  Ordnance  Corps, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  is  to 
support  Army  combat  forces  by  the  provision  of  all  weapons,  ammuni¬ 
tion,  combat  vehicles,  ordnance  general  supplies,  and  trained  personnel 
to  furnish  specialized  ordnance  services  of  the  types  needed,  when  and 
where  needed.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $25,393,000  for 
construction  at  5  installations,  to  include  operational  and  training 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  representing  7.6  percent  of  the  program. 

Quartermaster  Corps. — The  Quartermaster  General,  under  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  develops,  provides  and  services 
food,  clothing,  petroleum  (except  field  and  higher  echelon  mainte¬ 
nance  of  pipelines),  aerial  supply  equipment,  other  quartermaster 
equipment,  supplies,  maintenance  and  services  for  the  Army,  and,  as 
assigned,  for  the  Navy,  the  Air  Force,  and  the  Marine  Corps;  provides 
for  the  disposal  of  Army  surplus  personal  property,  as  assigned;  and 
provides  for  the  care  and  disposition  of  the  remains  and  personal 
effects  of  deceased  personnel  of  the  Army  and  as  directed  or  agreed 
upon,  of  the  Navy,  Air  Force,  or  Marine  ( lorps,  and  for  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  operation  of  national  cemeteries.  Included  in  the  program 
for  the  Quartermaster  Corps  is  $4,630,000  for  construction  at  1  instal¬ 
lation  to  include  operational  and  training  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
representing  1.4  percent  of  the  program. 

Chemical  Corps. — The  mission  of  the  Army  Chemical  Corps,  under 
the  direction  and  control  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics,  is 
to  provide  support  to  the  Department  of  Defense  (Army,  Ah-  Force, 
and  Navy  including  the  Marine  Corps)  in  the  fields  of  chemical,  bio¬ 
logical,  and  radiological  (CBR)  warfare,  including  smoke,  flame,  and 
incendiaries,  and  materiel  and  equipment.  This  mission  carries  with 
it  a  responsibility  to  assure  that  the  Army  achieves  a  realistic  capa¬ 
bility  for  operations  in  both  offensive  and  defensive  CBR  warfare. 
This  segment  of  the  program  totals  $2,846,000  for  the  construction  of 
troop  housing  and  utilities  at  2  installations,  representing  0.9  percent 
of  the  program. 

Signal  Corps. — The  primary  mission  of  the  Signal  Corps  under  the 
direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics  is  to  provide  com¬ 
munication  and  pictorial  services  for  the  United  States  Army,  world¬ 
wide,  and  for  other  components  of  the  Department  of  Defense  as 
directed.  The  Signal  Corps  element  of  the  program  totals  $9,098,000 
for  construction  of  operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities  at  1  installation,  representing 
2.7  percent  of  the  program. 

Corps  of  Engineers. — The  Corps  of  Engineers,  a  technical  service 
and  a  combat  arm,  is  the  construction  agency  for  the  Department  of 
the  Army  whose  Chief  reports  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logis- 
Thp.  Chief  nf  Enrrineers  is  the 
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Engineers  and  the  senior  engineer  staff  officer  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army,  and  as  such  is  in  charge  of  the  entire  military-civil  works 
program  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  Construction  proposed  for  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  totals  $1,913,000  for  construction  at  1  installation 
to  provide  operational  and  training  facilities  representing  0.6  percent 
of  the  program. 

Transportation  Corps. — The  Transportation  Corps,  a  technical 
service  under  the  direction  of  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics, 
provides  or  secures  transportation  services  for  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $3,634,000  for  con¬ 
struction  at  1  installation  to  provide  operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  representing 
1.1  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Medical  Corps. — The  Army  Medical  Service,  headed  by  the  Surgeon 
General  who  reports  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Logistics, 
furnishes  the  Army  Establishment,  and  when  appropriate,  members 
of  other  uniformed  services,  medical  and  dental  care,  hospitalization, 
evacuation,  preventive  medicine,  veterinary  and  other  services 
essential  to  the  maintenance  of  health.  This  program  will  provide 
$862,000  for  construction  of  1  Medical  Corps  installation  of  troop 
housing,  representing  0.3  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Continental  United  States  Armies 

First  United  States  Army r. — A  continental  United  States  Army 
Command,  the  area  of  which  is  comprised  of  the  States  of  Connecticut, 
Maine,  Massachusetts,  New  Hampshire,  New  Jersey,  New  York, 
Rhode  Island,  and  Vermont.  The  program  includes  $3,920,000,  rep¬ 
resenting  1.2  percent. 

Second  United  States  Army. — A  continental  United  States  Army 
Command,  the  area  of  which  is  comprised  of  the  States  of  Delaware, 
Kentucky,  Maryland,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Virginia,  and  West  Vir¬ 
ginia.  The  program  contains  $3,331,000,  representing  1.0  percent. 

Third  United  States  Army. — -A  continental  United  States  Army 
Command,  the  area  of  which  is  comprised  of  the  States  of  Alabama, 
Florida,  Georgia,  Mississippi,  North  Carolina,  South  Carolina,  and 
Tennessee.  The  program  includes  $10,974,000,  representing  3.3 
percent. 

Fourth  United  States  Army. — A  continental  United  States  Army 
Command,  the  area  of  which  is  comprised  of  the  States  of  Arkansas, 
Louisiana,  New  Mexico,  Oklahoma,  and  Texas.  There  is  included  in 
the  program  $21,219,000  in  support  of  Fourth  Army,  representing  6.4 
percent  of  the  total  program. 

Fifth  United  States  Army. — A  continental  United  States  Army 
Command,  the  area  of  which  is  comprised  of  the  States  of  Colorado, 
Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Kansas,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  Missouri, 
Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Wisconsin,  and  Wyoming. 
The  Fifth  Army  element  of  the  program  totals  $2,943,000,  represent¬ 
ing  0.9  percent. 

Sixth  United  States  Army.- — A  continental  United  States  Army 
Command,  the  area  of  which  is  comprised  of  the  States  of  Arizona, 
California,  Idaho,  Montana,  Nevada,  Oregon,  Utah,  and  Washington. 

The  program  provides  $9,027,000  and  utilities,  representing  2.7 
percent. 
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Other  continental  United,  States  areas 

The  Military  Academy. — The  United  States  Military  Academy, 
West  Point,  has  the  mission  of  instructing  and  training  the  Corps  of 
Cadets,  so  that  each  graduate  shall  have  the  qualities  and  attributes 
essential  to  his  progressive  and  continuing  development  throughout 
a  lifetime  career  as  an  officer  of  the  Regular  Army.  The  Army’s 
program  contains  $5,844,000  for  construction  of  troop  housing,  medical 
facilities,  and  community  facilities  at  the  Academy,  representing  1.8 
percent  of  the  total  program. 

Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons  Project. — The  Armed  Forces  Special 
Weapons  Project  is  an  agency  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  of  the 
three  military  departments.  Its  mission  is  to  furnish  support  to  the 
departments  in  the  field  of  atomic  weapons  by  providing  technical, 
logistical,  and  training  services.  The  AFSWP  responsibilities  include 
national  stockpile  sites:  Sandia  Base  at  Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  a  field 
command  at  Sandia  Base,  and  the  project  headquarters.  Construc¬ 
tion  in  the  amount  of  $273,000  is  included  in  the  program,  or  0.1 
percent  at  5  installations  to  provide  maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities. 

Tactical  installations  support. — These  facilities  provide  the  close 
logistical  support  for  tactical  defense  installations  in  the  continental 
United  States.  This  element  of  the  program  totals  $6,311,000  at 
various  installations,  or  1.9  percent  of  the  program,  to  provide  main¬ 
tenance  facilities. 

Overseas  permanent  and  general  areas 

Alaskan  area. — The  Alaska  Command  provides  the  ground  and 
antiaircraft  defense  and  logistic  support  of  military  bases  in  Alaska 
and  operates  the  Army  Arctic  Test  Center.  The  program  includes 
$7,000  for  real  estate  at  one  location. 

Pacific  Command  area. — The  primary  missions  assigned  to  the  Army 
in  the  Pacific  are  to  assist  in  the  ground  defense  of  Korea  by  providing 
forces  and  logistic  support  thereof,  to  provide  ground  forces  within 
the  area  of  responsibility  of  the  commander  in  chief,  Pacific,  to  train 
and  maintain  all  elements  including  Army  Reserve  components,  to 
utilize  resources  provided  for  the  conduct  of  planning  required  in 
support  of  the  combined  forces  in  the  Pacific,  and  to  provide  for  and 
maintain  the  security  and  combat  readiness  of  assigned  forces.  The 
program  for  this  command  totals  $4,662,000  or  1.4  percent  of  the 
program  for  construction  in  Hawaii  and  Korea  of  operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family 
housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities. 

United  States  Army,  Europe. — This  element  of  the  program  totals 
$4,063,000  for  continuance  of  construction  of  the  line  of  communica¬ 
tion  in  France.  The  mission  of  the  LOC  is  to  provide  logistical  support 
for  the  combat  forces  of  the  United  States  Army  stationed  in  Germany. 
The  construction  is  for  various  installations,  will  provide  operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments.  It  represents  1.2  percent  of  the  total  program. 

Section  102 

This  section  includes  $201,121,000  or  60.5  percent  of  the  program 
for  the  establishment  and  development  of  classified  Army  installa¬ 
tions,  worldwide. 
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Section  103 

This  section  includes  $25  million  and  will  permit  construction  made 
necessary  by  changes  in  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new 
and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements  or  improved 
production  schedules  when  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion 
in  the  next  military  construction  authorization  act  would  be  detri¬ 
mental  to  the  interests  of  our  national  security. 

Section  10  If. 

This  section  authorizes  the  following:  Construction  or  acquirement 
by  lease  or  otherwise  of  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quar¬ 
ters  overseas  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through 
other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
and  construction  of  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  35  locations,  and  at  various  Army  Ah  Defense  Command  stations 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended. 

Sections  105,  106,  107,  and  108 

These  sections  provide  amendments  to  Public  Law  209  of  the  83d 
Congress,  Public  Laws  161  and  968  of  the  84th  Congress,  and  Public 
Law  85-241  of  the  85th  Congress,  increasing  authorizations  granted  in 
these  laws  at  certain  installations.  These  amendments,  for  the  most 
part,  are  necessary  to  defray  deficiencies  in  authorization  granted  in 
fiscal  years  1954,  1956,  1957,  and  1958,  brought  about  basically  by  the 
general  rise  in  construction  cost  indices  throughout  the  world. 

Section  109 

This  section  deals  with  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Tex.,  as 
previously  discussed  in  the  report. 

TITLE  II— NAVY  AND  MARINE  CORPS 

BRIEF  OF  NEW  AUTHORIZATION  PROGRAM 


Title  II  (Navy  and  Marine  Corps) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _  $216,  309,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States - -  16,  384,  000 

Classified - -  66,  194,  000 

Emergency  construction _  25,  000,  000 


Total _  323,  887,  000 


The  Navy  and  Marine  force  structure  and  activities  which  its 
fiscal  year  1959  construction  authorization  requests  are  designed  to 
support  are  shown  in  broad  outline  as  follows: 

(1)  Active  Fleet. — Operation  of  an  Active  Fleet  with  a  planned 
force  level  for  end  fiscal  year  1959  of  864  ships.  The  Active  Fleet  will 
be  improved  by  receipt  of  27  new  ships  and  9  newly  converted  ships 
from  prior  year  construction  programs.  The  major  additions  from 
new  construction  consist  of  one  attack  carrier,  six  destroyers  and 
eight  submarines  of  which  three  are  nuclear  and  two  with  guided 
missile  capabilities.  Conversions  include  one  attack  carrier  and 
three  guided  missile  cruisers.  Planned  manning  levels  will  be  main¬ 
tained  constant  at  an  average  of  80  percent  of  wartime  strength. 
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(2)  Shipbuilding. — The  shipbuilding  program  for  fiscal  year  1959 
includes  new  construction  of  twenty-three  ships  consisting  of  five 
guided  missile  destroyers,  seven  guided  missile  frigates,  including  one 
nuclear  powered  frigate,  eleven  nuclear  submarines  including  six 
fleet  ballistic  missile  submarines  and  one  with  other  guided  missile 
capability.  In  addition,  seven  conversions  are  included  consisting  of 
two  guided  missile  cruisers,  one  nuclear  submarine,  one  amphibious 
ship  and  three  auxiliary  ships.  A  list  of  the  various  vessels  in  the 
1959  budget  program  is  shown  below: 


Priority 

Vessel  type 

Number  of 
vessels 

New  construction 
or  conversion 

1 

Submarine  SSG  (N)  FBM _ 

2 

New. 

2 

Submarine  SS  (N) _ _ _ _ _ 

4 

Do. 

3 

Guided-missile  submarine  SSG  (N)._ _ _  _ 

1 

Do. 

4 

Submarine  SS  (N) _  _  _  _ 

1 

Conversion. 

5 

Auxiliary  submarine  AG  (SS) _  _  ...  _ _ 

1 

Do. 

6 

Guided-missile  frigate  DLG _  _ 

6 

New. 

7 

Guided-missile  destroyer  DDG _ _ 

6 

Do. 

8 

Guided-missile  frigate  DLG  (N) _ _ _ _ 

1 

Do. 

9 

Guided-missile  cruiser  CG„  . . .  __  _  ...  _ _ 

2 

Conversion. 

10 

Amphibious  assault  ship  LPH _  _ 

1 

New. 

11 

Amphibious  transport,  dock  LPD _  _  _ 

1 

Do. 

12 

Seaplane  tender  A V .  . . . .  ___ 

2 

Conversion. 

13 

Attack  transport  APA _ _  _ 

1 

Do. 

14 

Small  service  and  landing  craft _  _ 

SS 

New. 

Provision  is  also  made  for  continued  maintenance  and  limited 
modernization  of  a  reserve  fleet  estimated  to  be  1,510  vessels. 

(3)  Operating  aircraft—  Naval  aviation  will  utilize  about  10,300 
aircraft  of  which  approximately  8,300  will  be  in  daily  operating  status, 
The  percent  of  modernity  and  combat  potential  will  increase  during 
fiscal  year  1959  with  the  receipt  of  more  modern  aircraft.  Additional 
Navy  and  Marine  air  squadrons  will  have  guided  missile  capabilities. 

(4)  Aircraft  procurement. — The  aircraft  procurement  program  is 
designed  to  modernize  and  increase  the  combat  potential  of  the 
naval  air  arm.  The  fiscal  year  1959  program  provides  for  the  pro¬ 
curement  of  approximately  697  aircraft  with  emphasis  placed  on 
starting  new  advanced  models.  Deliveries  during  fiscal  year  1959 
are  estimated  to  total  about  1,275  new  modern  aircraft. 

(5)  Marine  Corps. — The  Marine  Corps  will  continue  to  maintain 
a  balanced  force  in  readiness  of  three  combat  divisions  and  three 
aircraft  wings  with  necessary  reinforcing  combat  and  logistic  support 
forces.  The  strength  of  the  Marine  Corps  will  be  200,000  military 
personnel  at  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1959. 

(6)  Naval  personnel. — The  budget  provides  for  an  end  strength  of 
630,000  personnel  for  fiscal  year  1959.  The  military  strength  of  both 
the  Navy  and  the  Marine  Corps  during  fiscal  year  1959  will  be 
maintained  through  voluntary  enlistments. 

(7)  Reserve  personnel. — The  Navy  Reserve  personnel  strength  in 
drill-pay  status  during  fiscal  year  1959  will  be  approximately  135,000 
and  the  Marine  Corps  45,000.  Emphasis  will  continue  to  be  placed 
on  practical,  team-type  training  with  attention  to  continued  quali¬ 
tative  improvement.  The  Naval  Reserve  forces  will  continue  to 
stress  antisubmarine  warfare  training. 
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Military  personnel,  Navy 


Actual  strengths 

Projected  strengths 

Juno  30, 
1957 

Dec.  31, 
1957 

June  30, 1958 

June  30, 
1959 

Average  strength 

Original 
1958  act 

Current 

estimate 

Fiscal 
year  1958 

Fiscal 
year  1959 

Officers . 

73, 703 

72,  543 

73,  800 

70, 600 

68, 670 

71,718 

69. 682 

Enlisted _ _ _ 

597, 859 

551, 185 

594, 700 

568, 100 

555, 1S6 

575, 064 

656,  552 

Subtotal.. . . . 

671,562 

623, 728 

668, 600 

638, 700 

623, 856 

646, 782 

626, 234 

Midshipmen  aviation  cadets. 

officer  candidates,  and  avia- 

tion  officer  candidates . . 

6,  546 

5,838 

6,  500 

6,300 

6,144 

6,241 

6,213 

Grand  total . . 

677, 108 

629, 566 

675, 000 

645,000 

630, 000 

653, 023 

632, 447 

Military  personnel,  Marine  Corps 


Actual  strengths 

Projected  strengths 

June  30, 
1957 

Dec.  31, 
1957 

June  30,  1958 

June  30,  1959 

Average  strengths 

Original 

act 

Current 

esti¬ 

mate 

Budget 

Com¬ 

mittee 

bill 

Fiscal 

year 

1958 

Fiscal  year  1959 

Budget 

Commit¬ 
tee  bill 

Officers _ 

17,434 
183, 427 

16. 930 
173, 778 

18,000 
182, 000 

16,700 

171,300 

16,200 
158, 800 

17,200 
182, 800 

16, 826 
176, 524 

16,516 
165, 178 

16, 730 
177, 153 

Enlisted _ 

Total  ... 

200, 861 

190, 708 

200, 000 

188,000 

175,000 

200,000 

193, 350 

181,694 

193,883 
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A  summation  of  the  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  requests  as  originally  presented  to  the  committee  follows: 


Summary  of  objectives  contained  in  title  II  (Navy) 


Amount 

Percent 

For  research,  development,  and  test  facilities.  Including  classified  items  and 
Polaris  facilities  at  7  continental  United  States  Installations _ 

$62, 853, 000 

20.9 

For  new  and  improved  operational,  communications,  and  depot  facilities  at 
continental  and  overseas  installations  to  support  the  needs  of  the  expanding 
submarine  and  antisubmarine  operations _ _ _ 

43, 352, 000 

14.4 

For  facilities  to  support  the  training  of  personnel,  including  $14,800,000  for  a 
naval  air  facility  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base;  $14,100,000  at  2  naval  air  training 
bases;  $4,600,000  at  the  Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Va.,  for  joint 
service  staff  training;  $2,800,000  at  3  installations  for  nucleai -propulsion  and 
guided-missile  training;  and  $4,200,000  at  Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego, 
Calif.,  for  a  communications  school.  . . . .  .  . 

40, 499, 000 

13.6 

For  troop  housing  in  the  continental  United  States,  including  $17,400,000  for  bar- 

racks  and  messhalls  for  6,671  enlisted  personnel  at  6  installations;  $14,200,000  for 
dormitory,  classroom,  and  administrative  facilities  for  1,100  midshipmen  at  the 
Naval  Academy,  Annapolis;  and  $6,200,000  for  quarters  for  779  officers  and  150 
aviation  cadets  at  5  naval  air  installations.. . .  _  _ _  __  _ 

37, 799, 000 

12.6 

For  improvement  of  naval  air  shore  establishments  to  meet  requirements  which 
result  from  the  modernization  of  the  fleet  to  increase  its  striking  power,  includ¬ 
ing  $9,300,000  as  an  additional  increment  in  the  development  of  the  new  Naval 
Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.;  $8,700,000  for  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station, 
Harvey  Point,  N.  C.;  and  $8,000,000  for  runway  extensions  at  1  continental  and 

1  overseas  air  station _  .  .  ...  .  _  _  _  ... 

26, 057, 000 

8.T 

For  facilities  becoming  necessary  due  to  changes  in  the  missions  of  naval  installa- 

tions,  new  weapons  development,  unforeseen  research  and  development  re¬ 
quirements,  or  improved  production  schedules _ _ _ ... _ 

25. 000, 000 

8.S 

For  guided-missile  facilities  at  3  continen  tal  and  1  overseas  installations  to  support 
the  Navy  programs  of  development,  test,  evaluation,  training,  and  storage  of 
guided  missiles _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ 

19, 618, 000 

6.5 

For  the  improvement  of  waterfront  facilities  and  dredging  at  Submarine  Base, 

New  London;  Naval  Base,  Norfolk;  Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco;  and 
Naval  Air  Station.  Ford  Island,  T.  H.,  to  accommodate  the  nuclear  submarines 
and  large  Forreslul  class  carriers;  and  additional  waterfront  and  base  facilities 
at  Naval  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla.,  to  accommodate  increased  operational 
requirements . . .  . . . .  . 

15,282,000 

6, 209, 000 

5. 1 

For  Marine  training  facilities,  including  $2,900,000  at  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp 
Pendleton,  Calif.,  and  $3,200,000  at  the  Marine  Corps  air  facilities,  New  River, 
N.  C.,  and  Santa  Ana,  Calif.,  in  support  of  new  equipment  and  techniques _ 

2.1 

For  fee  acquisition  of  1,337  acres  and  easements  over  399  acres  cf  land,  including 
$732,000  for  runway  extensions  at  3  continental  and  1  overseas  installation  and 
$1,440,000  for  base  expansion  at  Naval  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla _ 

2, 172, 000 

0.7 

For  facilities  essential  to  the  support  of  other  programs  and  the  naval  operating 
forces,  including  improvements  and  modernization  of  utilities,  communica¬ 
tions,  medical  facilities,  storage,  site  development,  and  other  miscellaneous 
support  items _ 

22,221, 000 

301, 062,000 

7.2 

Total _ 

100.0 

Categories  of  construction 

A  breakdown  of  the  program  by  broad  categories  is  as  follows : 

Analysis  of  title  II  (Navy)  by  category  type  of  facilities  to  be  provided 
[Dollar  amounts  In  millions] 


Zone  of 
Interior 

Per¬ 

cent 

Over¬ 

seas 

Per¬ 

cent 

Total 

Per¬ 

cent 

1.  Operational  and  training _ 

82.9 

27.5 

10.5 

3.5 

93.4 

31.0 

2.  Maintenance  and  production _ 

20.8 

6.9 

.i 

.1 

20.9 

7.0 

3.  Research,  development,  and  test _ 

69.5 

23.1 

0 

0 

69.5 

23.1 

4.  Supply _ 

4.1 

1.4 

3.8 

1.2 

7.9 

2.6 

5.  Hospital  and  medical _ 

9.9 

3.3 

0 

0 

9.9 

3.3 

6.  Administrative _ _ _ 

1.1 

.1 

0 

0 

1.1 

.1 

7.  Housing  and  community _ 

41.2 

13.7 

.3 

.1 

41.5 

13.8 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements _ 

27.3 

9.1 

1.4 

.5 

28.7 

9.6 

9.  Real  estate _ 

3.0 

1.0 

.1 

.1 

3.1 

1.1 

10.  Sec.  203  . . . 

25.0 

8.4 

0 

0 

25.0 

8.4 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

284.8 

94.5 

16.2 

6.5 

301.0 

100.0 
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The  Navy  would  be  authorized  $323,887,000  in  this  bill  for  new 
public  works,  and  an  increase  of  $15,825,000  to  compensate  for  in¬ 
creased  costs  to  construct  public  works  which  had  been  authorized  in 
previous  years.  This  bill  would  authorize  $18,563,000  less  than  in 
fiscal  year  1958.  It  is  noted  that  $421  million  of  unused  authorization 
from  previous  years  exists  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1959.  The 
Navy  estimates  that,  witli  the  execution  of  its  construction  program 
and  estimated  rescissions,  only  $247  million  of  unused  authorization 
will  exist  at  the  beginning  of  fiscal  year  1960. 

Modernization 

The  Navy’s  program  is  an  incremental  part  of  its  continuing  long- 
range  program  to  modernize  its  Shore  Establishment  to  meet  the 
requirements  of  new  and  advancing  weapons  systems  and  technology. 
Included  is  the  replacement  of  obsolescent  and  deteriorated  facilities. 

Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard 

The  bill  would  authorize  protection  measures  against  flooding  at 
the  Long  Beach  Naval  Shipyard  in  the  amount  of  $6  million,  subject 
to  the  determination  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  that  action  taken 
to  stop  subsidence  is  effective.  This  is  an  increase  from  the  $500,000 
submitted  by  the  Navy  for  minimum  protection  against  flooding 
until  1960.  This  action  was  taken  in  the  light  of  a  California  State 
law  providing  for  pressurization  of  the  oilfield  with  salt  water.  The 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  would  be  directed  to  determine  that  action  is 
effective  in  preventing  further  subsidence,  otherwise  only  minimum 
measures  to  prevent  flooding,  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  is  to  be  ac¬ 
complished. 

Harvey  Point  and  Lemoore 

The  incremental  development  of  the  new  naval  seaplane  facility, 
Harvey  Point,  N.  C.,  would  continue  at  $11,215,000,  and  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.,  at  $15,823,000.  The  Naval  Auxiliary 
Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla.,  would  be  provided  with  facilities  to  ac¬ 
commodate  aircraft  carriers  and  escorts  in  the  amount  of  $9,892,000. 
This  is  the  commencement  of  a  program  to  convert  this  auxiliary  air 
station  into  a  naval  base,  which  mission  it  now  performs.  The  bill 
provides  $17,666,000  as  the  second  increment  of  the  naval  air  facility 
to  be  developed  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base.  This  is  a  decrease  of 
$855,000  from  that  submitted  by  the  Navy  for  certain  common  use 
facilities  which  should  be  examined  carefully  to  determine  their  abso¬ 
lute  necessity.  When  completed,  the  Navy  will  transfer  to  the  new 
facility  all  aviation  activities  now  at  the  Anacostia  Naval  Air  Station. 

As  part  of  the  Towers  Field  project,  it  had  been  planned,  by  addi¬ 
tional  land  acquisition  and  lengthening  and  improving  its  runway,  to 
use  Webster  Field  for  practice  landings  of  jet  aircraft.  Further  study 
by  the  Navy,  however,  showed  that  by  developing  a  dual  runway  at 
the  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River  a  much  safer  operation  for 
these  high  performance  aircraft  would  result.  This  dual  runway 
would  cost  approximately  the  same  as  the  planned  expansion  at 
Webster  Field.  For  these  reasons,  plus  the  advantages  to  be  gained 
by  building  up  at  a  fully  operational  station  and  the  fact  that  no  land 
acquisition  would  be  necessary,  it  was  determined  preferable  to  im¬ 
prove  at  Patuxent  River  rather  than  at  Webster  Field. 
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Pacific  missile  range 

The  development  of  the  Pacific  missile  range  would  be  provided  in 
the  amount  of  $13,841,000.  Under  an  agreement  among  the  services 
the  Navy  is  responsible  for  general  management,  and  provides  facili¬ 
ties  for  common  use.  Pursuant  to  this  agreement,  and  to  enhance 
Navy  missile  research,  development,  and  test,  facilities  would  be 
located  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  the  missile  facility,  Point  Arguello, 
San  Nicolas  Island,  and  Naval  Air  Station,  Point  Mugu. 

Pier  and  dredging,  San  Diego 

In  view  of  the  phased  replacement  of  the  Essex  class  aircraft  carriers 
in  the  fleet,  the  committee  considers  that  action  should  be  taken  now 
to  provide  for  berthing  for  the  deeper  draft  Forrestal  class  aircraft 
carriers  at  San  Diego.  Accordingly,  an  item  for  a  pier  and  dredging 
has  been  introduced  in  the  amount  of  $7  million. 

The  Navy  submission  included  authorization  to  construct  unnamed 
public  works  in  the  amount  of  $25  million.  This  would  provide  for 
requirements  not  now  foreseen,  but  which  could  not  be  deferred  to 
be  included  in  the  next  military  authorization  construction  act.  The 
committee  considers  that  this  provision  is  justified. 

The  program  submitted  by  the  Navy  consists  of  11  classes  of 
facilities  as  follows: 

1.  Shipyard  facilities 

Shipyard  facilities  are  required  for  protection  of  existing  facilities, 
and  to  support  operations  of  new  type  submarines  and  large,  modern 
aircraft  carriers 

This  class  of  facilities  is  composed  of  7  line  items  at  4  Continental 
activities  and  1  line  item  at  1  overseas  location.  A  major  project 
consists  of  two  line  items  at  New  London,  Conn.,  one  of  which  will 
augment  the  berthing  facilities  at  this  submarine  base  for  the  newer 
nuclear  submarines,  and  another  designed  to  improve  communications 
and  thus  render  more  efficient  and  economical  the  control  of  subma¬ 
rines  by  the  Atlantic  Submarine  Type  Commander.  A  project  for  the 
temporary  oceanographic  research  facility  at  Cape  May,  N.  J.,  will 
guard  that  installation  against  erosion  of  the  beach  opposite  it  until  a 
permanent  station  in  a  more  protected  location  can  be  established. 

A  dredging  project  at  the  San  Francisco  Naval  Shipyard  will  permit 
the  access  by  Forrestal  class  carriers  to  dry  dock  No.  IV  at  times  other 
than  high  tide,  and  will,  in  addition,  provide  needed  berthing  space 
alongside  certain  of  the  piers  for  ships  of  this  class.  It  will  permit 
homeporting  of  one  of  these  large  carriers  at  a  west  coast  operating 
base  for  the  first  time.  A  project  for  the  Naval  Submarine  Base, 
Pearl  Harbor,  T.  H.,  will  provide  a  storage  building  for  the  storage  and 
ready  issue  of  compressed  high  energy  fuel  in  support  of  submarines 
and  submarine  and  antisubmarine  weapons. 

2.  Fleet  base  facilities 

Fleet  base  facilities  include  2  projects  required  at  2  east  coast  sta¬ 
tions  in  support  of  uniformed  personnel  and  the  fleet. 

The  first  of  these  two  projects  is  at  the  United  States  Naval  Station, 
Newport,  R.  I.  It  consists  of  two  line  items  at  an  estimated  cost  of 
$1,709,000.  The  first  item  is  for  provision  of  a  messliall  at  a  cost  of 
$1,048,000.  It  will  replace  the  present  deteriorated  wood  structure 
which  was  built  in  World  War  II  as  a  temporary  facility.  The  second 
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item  is  for  construction  of  an  enlisted  men’s  service  club,  at  a  cost  of 
$661,000,  to  accommodate  fleet  and  shore-based  personnel  on  liberty 
in  this  community  where  recreation  and  amusement  facilities  are 
limited  for  the  large  number  of  enlisted  men  involved. 

The  second  project  is  at  the  United  States  Naval  Base,  Norfolk, 
Va.,  for  dredging  an  area  in  the  Elizabeth  River  approaches  to  the 
naval  base  piers  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $2,546,000.  It  is  required  to 
minimize  danger  of  grounding  or  collision  when  docking  or  undocking 
large  carriers  of  the  Navy’s  striking  force. 

8.  Aviation  facilities 

The  aviation  shore  activities  are  required  for  training  naval  aviators, 
for  supporting  the  operating  forces,  including  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
for  research  and  development  in  the  aeronautical  field.  The  projects 
in  the  bill  under  the  sponsorship  of  the  Bureau  of  Aeronautics  are 
designed  to  enable  the  Naval  Aeronautical  Shore  Establishment  to 
attain  its  mission  and  to  improve  safety  of  air  operations. 

Aviation  facilities  comprise  approximately  40  percent  of  the  Navy’s 
program  dollarwise.  This  class  includes  128  line  items  at  26  air  stations. 

The  aviation  facilities  are  composed  of  five  groups  of  air  stations. 
The  first  group  consists  of  17  line  items  at  3  naval  air  training  sta¬ 
tions.  These  items  provide  for  the  third  increment  in  the  development 
of  the  air  training  stations  at  Meridian,  Miss.;  for  the  construction 
of  an  outlying  field  for  the  Auxiliary  Air  Station  at  Whiting  Field, 
Fla.;  and  the  construction  of  a  barracks  for  the  maintenance  crews 
at  NAS,  Kingsville,  Tex. 

The  second  group,  the  fleet  support  air  stations,  consists  of  50  line, 
items  at  11  stations.  Included  are  second  increments  and  additional 
items  for  development  of  the  master  jet  field  at  Leinoore,  Calif.; 
second  increment  and  additional  items  for  a  seaplane  facility  at 
Harvey  Point,  N.  C.;  and  line  items  including  land  acquisition  for 
the  development  of  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla. 
Projects  are  included  for  liquid  oxygen  facilities  at  4  stations,  optical 
landing  system  installations  at  3  stations,  and  a  jet  engine  main¬ 
tenance  shop  at  NAS,  Cecil  Field,  Fla. 

The  third  group  consists  of  6  line  items  at  4  Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations  and  Air  Facilities.  These  items  include  extension  of  the 
runway  and  land  acquisition  at  Marine  Corps  Ah  Station,  Beaufort, 
S.  C.;  a  radar  air  traffic  control  center  and  supply  storehouse  at 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  N.  C.;  aircraft  parking 
aprons  for  helicopters  at  Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
N.  C.,  and  Santa  Ana,  Calif.;  and  fuel  storage  facilities  at  Marine 
Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  N.  C. 

The  fourth  group  of  2  special-purpose  air  stations  includes  38  line 
items.  Projects  for  the  first  of  these  stations  will  develop  the  Naval 
Air  Facility,  John  H.  Towers  Field  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  and 
provide  nearby  facility  for  landing  practice  at  NAS  Patuxent,  Aid. 
This  will  permit  flight  operations  to  be  transferred  from  the  Naval 
Ah  Station,  Anacostia.  Projects  for  the  second  station  continue 
development  of  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu, 
Calif.,  and  include  3  line  items  for  San  Nicolas  Island  and  5  items  for 
the  extension  of  the  Pacific  Missile  Range,  operating  from  the  former 
Army  Camp  Cooke. 

The  final  aviation  facilities  group  are  17  line  items  at  6  existing  ah 
stations.  The  program  includes  a  third  increment  for  facilities  at 
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Roosevelt  Roads  where  guided-missile  training  for  the  Navy  operating 
forces  of  the  Atlantic  Fleet  is  to  be  carried  on.  Another  major  item 
in  the  group  provides  for  the  extension  of  a  runway  at  Naval  Air 
Station,  Guam,  in  order  to  safely  handle  jet-type  aircraft.  The  other 
projects  will  continue  the  development  of  strategic  overseas  naval  air 
facilities. 

4-  Supply  facilities 

The  Bureau  of  Supplies  and  Accounts’  shore  facilities  provide 
worldwide  supply  support  to  the  fleet.  Supply  centers  and  depots 
replenish  warships  directly  and  through  fleet  issue  ships  and  tankers, 
which,  in  turn,  deliver  underway  to  the  fleet  wherever  deployed  at  sea. 
Navy  materials  are  furnished  naval  installations  such  as  shipyards 
and  bases,  air  stations,  training  centers,  etc.  The  procurement, 
inventory,  and  financial  control  of  over  a  million  items  of  repair  parts 
and  consumable  supplies  is  performed  with  business  machines  located 
at  the  supply  control  offices  and  depots. 

This  group  of  projects  will  provide  a  rehabilitated  and  improved 
steam  system  for  receiving,  storing,  and  issuing  petroleum  products  to 
t  he  fleet  at  the  Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  R.  I.,  the  first  increment 
of  an  underground  petroleum  storage  facility  for  the  Pacific  fleet  at 
the  Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  and  the  building  alterations  to  install 
electronic  data  processing  machines  for  stock  and  inventory  control 
at  the  Naval  Supply  Centers,  Oakland,  Calif.,  and  Norfolk,  Ya. 

5.  Marine  Corps  facilities 

The  mission  and  purpose  of  the  Marine  Corps  shore  facilities  are  to 
support  the  Marine  Corps  combat  forces  in  order  that  they  may  be 
maintained  in  readiness  to  engage  promptly  and  effectively  in  combat 
operations  with  continuing  maximum  efforts  devoted  to  cumulative 
improvements  in  readiness  at  all  levels. 

The  Marine  Corps  is  subject  to  call  on  short  notice  to  deploy  its 
forces,  ranging  in  size  from  a  few  men  to  a  division,  to  any  part  of  the 
world  for  guard  duty,  to  quell  a  disturbance,  or  to  participate  in  full- 
scale  war.  Consequently,  the  marines  must  be  highly  trained  in  am¬ 
phibious  and  other  means  of  warfare,  and  competently  led.  Constant 
training  is  necessary  to  obtain  and  retain  proficiency.  This  group  of 
projects  consists  of  11  line  items  at  6  continental  Marine  Corps  activi¬ 
ties.  Facilities  will  be  provided  for  maintenance  of  Marine  equipment 
and  support  and  training  of  personnel. 

6.  Ordnance  facilities 

The  objective  of  the  military  construction  program  of  the  Bureau 
of  Ordnance  is  to  provide  and  keep  modern  facilities  ashore  for  effec¬ 
tive  support  of  the  fleet  and  for  the  conduct  of  research,  design,  de¬ 
velopment,  limited  production,  test,  and  evaluation  materials,  com¬ 
ponents,  assemblies,  and  systems  principally  in  the  fields  of  rockets, 
missiles,  and  underwater  ordnance. 

This  program  contains  13  line  items  at  12  continental  locations. 
Seven  of  these  items  totaling  $2,661,000  or  14.6  percent  of  the  ord¬ 
nance  program  are  at  activities  doing  important  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  work  on  missiles;  3,  totaling  $3,356,000  or  18.5  percent  of  the 
program,  are  guided-missile  support  facilities,  2,  totaling  $1,774,000 
or  9.7  percent  of  the  program,  are  antisubmarine  weapon  support 
facilities;  1,  for  $86,000  or  one-half  of  1  percent  of  the  program,  is  for 
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support  of  conventional  weapons;  and  1  classified  project  for  $1,- 
193,000  or  56.7  percent  of  the  ordnance  program. 

7.  Service  school  facilities 

The  Bureau  of  Naval  Personnel  is  responsible  for  the  procurement, 
distribution,  training,  education,  discharge,  promotion,  and  retire¬ 
ment  of  Navy  personnel,  and  for  the  processing  and  maintenance  of 
records  of  Navy  personnel. 

This  group  of  projects  consists  of  8  line  items  at  8  locations.  They 
provide  for  training  and  support  facilities.  Included  is  the  second 
increment  for  extension  of  Bancroft  Hall  at  the  Naval  Academy  to 
alleviate  the  longstanding  problem  of  the  crowded  living  conditions 
of  the  midshipmen.  Also  included  are  items  to  provide  facilities  to 
train  personnel  in  the  fields  of  nuclear  power  propulsion  and  guided 
missiles. 

8.  Medical  facilities 

There  are  two  line  items  at  the  National  Naval  Medical  Center, 
Bethesda,  Md.  These  items  will  provide  for  replacement  of  inade¬ 
quate  or  temporary  medical  facilities,  and  new  facilities  for  radiation 
exposure  evaluation. 

0.  Communication  facilities 

The  mission  of  naval  communications  is  to  provide  required  reliable, 
secure,  rapid  communications  primarily  for  control  of  the  operating 
forces,  and  secondarily  to  facilitate  the  administration  of  the  Naval 
Establishment. 

In  the  group  of  projects  for  communications  facilities  are  one 
continental  project  and  three  overseas  projects. 

The  continental  project  at  the  United  States  Naval  Radio  Station, 
Washington  County,  Maine,  will  provide  very  low  frequency  trans¬ 
mitting  facilities  to  support  the  operation  of  submarine  forces,  surface 
forces,  and  special  communication  functions  in  the  North  Atlantic 
and  Arctic  areas. 

The  program  for  communications  facilities  at  overseas  activities 
consists  of  three  projects  which  will  provide  facilities  to  house  radio 
receiving  equipment  which  will  permit  vital  area  coverage  for  a 
special  ship-shore  communications  net.  Facilities  will  be  installed 
at  Asmara,  Eritrea;  Londonderry,  North  Ireland;  and  Port  Lyautey, 
Morocco.  These  projects  are  essential  to  operations  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Navy  in  the  North  Atlantic  and  Mediterranean  areas. 

10.  Office  of  Naval  Research 

Public  works  sponsored  by  the  Office  of  Naval  Research  are  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  adequate  facilities  for  conducting  scientific 
research  and  development  in  the  fields  of  nuclear  physics  and  radio 
astronomy. 

There  are  only  2  line  items  at  2  continental  locations  in  this  group. 
The  first  line  item  for  $192,000  will  provide  for  an  additional  floor  in 
the  3-story  laboratory  building  at  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory, 
District  of  Columbia,  to  provide  needed  space  to  further  research  in 
the  nuclear  field.  The  other  line  item  will  provide  facilities  for  the 
Naval  Radio  Research  Laboratory  at  Sugar  Grove,  W.  Va. 
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1 1 .  Yards  and  Docks  facilities 

The  shore  activities  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  (a)  receive, 
store,  and  issue  construction  materials  and  packaged  overseas  base 
utility  and  public- works  systems;  ( b )  operate  and  maintain  facilities 
at  major  naval  bases;  and  (c)  supervise  construction  of  the  Navy 
and,  if  required,  the  Air  Force  public-works  program. 

This  group  of  two  line  items  will  provide  ( a )  an  augmented  water- 
supply  system,  alleviating  a  critical  water  shortage  and  a  substandard 
fire-protection  system,  and  (6)  an  additional  facility  to  correct  an 
inadequate  electric  power  system.  Both  items  are  for  the  Atlantic 
Fleet’s  Naval  Base,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba. 

TITLE  III— AIR  FORCE 
BRIEF  OF  NEW  AUTHORIZATION  PROGRAM 


Title  III  (Air  Force) : 

Inside  continental  United  States _ _ $541,  236,  000 

Outside  continental  United  States _  123,  654,  000 

Classified _  195,  500,  000 

Emergency  construction _  25,  000,  000 


Total _ _ _  885,  390,  000 


The  Air  Force  would  be  authorized  $885,390,000  in  this  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  construction  of  new  facilities  at  160  major  installations, 
of  which  109  are  inside  the  United  States  and  51  are  outside  the 
United  States.  The  bill  also  provides  facilities  at  a  number  of 
installations  and  sites,  including  operational  sites  for  strategic,  defense, 
and  tactical  missiles,  offbase  navigational  aids,  aircraft  control  and 
warning  system  sites,  and  facilities  at  classified  locations.  In  addition, 
the  bill  provides  an  increased  authorization  in  the  amount  of  $4,372,000 
for  the  Air  Force  Academy  by  amending  Public  Law  325,  83d  Congress. 
Finally,  the  bill  provides  an  increase  of  $13,411,000  in  authorization 
in  prior  years’  laws  to  cover  the  increased  costs  of  certain  approved 
projects. 

The  Air  Force  will  have  a  major  force  structure  of  117  wings  by 
the  end  of  fiscal  year  1958.  The  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction 
program  of  the  Air  Force  includes  the  minimum  facilities  to  provide 
an  operational  capability  to  the  forces  planned  at  end  fiscal  year  1961. 
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Comparative  Air  Force  personnel  strengths  and  their  utilization  are 
shown  as  follows: 


Military  personnel  strengths — Air  Force 


Category 

Actual  1957 

Planned  1958 

Planned  1959 

Average 

strength 

End 
strength 
June  30, 
1957 

Average 

strength 

End 
strength 
June  30, 
1958 

Average 

strength 

End 
strength 
June  30, 
1959 

Officers.-- . 

Enlisted _ _ 

Aviation  Cadets _ _ 

Cadets,  Air  Force  Academy.  . 

Total . . 

141,  436 
769, 700 
2,712 
514 

140,  563 
770,  566 
2,202 
504 

136,211 
753, 899 
1,836 
764 

133. 000 
739, 050 
2,200 
750 

134, 009 
727, 056 
2,115 

1, 128 

132, 600 
714, 320 
2,200 
880 

914, 362 

919, 835 

892, 710 

875,000 

864,308 

850,000 

Air  Force — Military  personnel  utilization 


Category 

Actual,  June 
30,  1957 

Programed 

June  30, 1958 

June  30, 1959 

1.  Officers  and  warrant  officers  (total) . 

140, 563 

133, 000 

132, 600 

a.  On  flying  status  (excluding  officers  in  flying  training). 

79, 300 

75, 597 

74, 420 

b.  In  flying  training _ _ _ 

5,694 

4, 498 

3,434 

c.  Nonflying . . . . . . 

65, 569 

52, 905 

54,  746 

2.  Airmen  (total) _ _ _ _  _ 

776, 566 

739, 050 

714, 320 

a.  On  flying  status  (excluding  airmen  in  flying  training)  _ 

29, 482 

32, 065 

30, 816 

b.  In  flying  training _ _ _ _ 

64 

95 

94 

c.  Nonflying . . . . . . 

747, 020 

706, 890 

683, 410 

3.  Aviation  cadets  (total) _ 

2,202 

2,200 

2,200 

a.  On  flying  status  (excluding  aviation  cadets  in  flying 

training) _ _  _ 

0 

0 

0 

b.  In  flying  training _ _ _ 

1,972 

1, 830 

1,  748 

c.  Nonflying  i _ 

230 

370 

452 

1  Aviation  cadets  in  preflight. 
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A  summation  of  the  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  requests  as  originally  submitted  to  the  committee  is  shown 
by  program  objectives  as  follows: 

Summary  of  program  objectives  contained  in  title  III  ( Air  Force) 


Amount 


Percent 


For  construction  of  facilities  at  bases  In  tbe  United  States,  required  for  the  dis¬ 
persal  of  Strategic  Air  Command  units . . __ 

For  construction  of  necessary  facilities  in  support  of  ballistic  missiles _ _ 

For  additional  facilities  and  utilities  projects  required  in  support  of  AC&W  sta¬ 
tions  in  the  United  States,  Alaska,  and  Canada . . . . . 

For  construction  of  necessary  facilities  In  support  of  the  BOMARC  missile  at 

various  locations  in  the  United  States . . . . . . . . . 

For  troop  housing  and  dining  facilities  in  the  continental  United  States  and 
overseas  areas,  including  $27,319,000  for  13,205  airmen  dormitory  spaces; 
$1,163,000  for  rehabilitation  of  847  existing  dormitory  spaces;  $7,159,000  for  831 

BOQ  spaces  and  $7,210,000  for  dining  halls _ _ _ 

For  construction  of  5  additional  SAGE  centers  and  for  other  support  facilities  for 

the  continued  buildup  of  the  present  SAGE  system _ 

For  the  construction  of  facilities  required  to  reduce  operational  and  training 

deficiencies  at  various  Air  Force  bases _ _ _ _ _ 

For  construction  of  necessary  facilities  in  support  of  strategic  missiles  at  various 

locations  in  the  United  States . . . . . . . . 

For  the  construction  of  maintenance  shops  required  to  reduce  deficiencies  at 

various  locations  worldwide _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

For  the  eastern  extension  of  the  DEW  line _ _ _ 

For  the  construction  of  necessary  facilities  required  by  changes  in  Air  Force 
missions,  new  weapons  developments  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  requirements,  or  improved  production  schedules . . . 

For  the  construction  of  facilities  in  support  of  Strategic  Air  Command  missions  at 

overseas  bases _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

For  the  construction  of  necessary  facilities  in  support  of  fighter  interceptor  squad¬ 
rons,  and  the  continued  development  of  the  Fighter  Weapons  Employment 

center _ _ _ _ _ 

For  community,  welfare,  and  morale  facilities  in  the  United  States  and  in  over¬ 
seas  areas _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

For  the  expansion  of  Andrews  Air  Force  Base  to  accommodate  Air  Force  units 

now  located  at  Bolling  Air  Force  Base  and  Washington  National  Airport. . 

For  the  construction  of  hospital  and  medical  facilities _ _ _ 

Including  $16,137,000  for  new  60-bed  hospitals  at — 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Mont. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Dak. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Air  Force  Base,  Mich. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Mich. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Mich. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Calif. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wis. 

For  construction  of  missile  master  facilities  at  various  locations  in  the  continental 

United  States _ _ _ 

For  research  and  development  facilities  at  various  locations  in  the  United  States.. 
For  construction  of  necessary  facilities  in  support  of  the  MATADOR  missile  at 

various  locations  overseas _ _ _ _ 

For  the  construction  and  modernization  of  facilities  at  Air  Materiel  Command 

depots  in  the  United  States — . . . . . 

For  fee  acquisition  of  2,078  acres  ($1 ,363.000)  at  26  named  installations  and  ease¬ 
ment  over  3,400  acres  ($289,000)  at  15  named  installations  and  7  AC&W  sites.. 
For  facilities  supporting  other  essential  programs  worldwide,  including  utilities 
Items,  administrative  faculties,  and  classified  projects _ 

Total _ 


$174, 644, 000 

17.7 

165, 900, 000 

16.8 

125, 239, 000 

12.7 

121, 741, 000 

>  12.3 

42, 851, 000 

4.3 

40, 385, 000 

4.1 

35, 321,000 

3.6 

29,600,000 

3.0 

27, 307, 000 

2  8 

25, 000, 000 

2.5 

25, 000, 000 

2.5 

20, 633, 000 

2.1 

19,  506, 000 

2.0 

19, 082, 000 

1.9 

18, 937, 000 

1.9 

18,  593, 000 

1.8 

13,  356. 000 

1.4 

12,  471, 000 

1.3 

8,638,000 

.9 

7,  558, 600 

.8 

1,652,000 

.2 

32, 857, 000 

3.4 

986, 271, 000 

100.0 

>  Note. — Principal  change  to  the  above  is  the  deletion  of  the  authorizations  requested  for  BOMARC 
from  title  II  (Air  Force),  and  inclusion  of  the  authority  in  title  IV  (Defense)  as  previously  mentioned. 
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Categories  of  construction 

Analysis  of  title  III  ( Air  Force )  by  category  type  of  facilities  to  be  provided 


[Dollar  amounts  in  millions] 


Categories 

Zone  of 
interior 

Percent 

Overseas 

Percent 

Total 

Percent 

1.  Operational  and  training.  . 

$560.4 

56.8 

$121.8 

12.4 

$682. 2 

69.2 

2.  Maintenance  and  production _ 

50.2 

5.1 

14.2 

1.4 

64.4 

6.5 

3.  Research,  development,  and  test - 

12.5 

1.3 

0 

12.5 

1.3 

4.  Supply - - 

26.8 

2.7 

9.2 

.9 

36.0 

3.6 

5.  Hospital  and  medical _  .  ...  . 

17.9 

1.8 

.  7 

.1 

18.6 

1.9 

4. 1 

.4 

.2 

4.3 

.4 

7.  Housing  and  community _ 

48.0 

4.9 

14.0 

1.4 

62.0 

6.3 

8.  Utilities  and  ground  improvements... 

64.7 

6.6 

14.6 

1.5 

79.3 

8. 1 

2.0 

.2 

0 

2.0 

.2 

10.  Sec.  303 

25.0 

2.5 

0 

25.0 

2.5 

Total. . . . . 

811.6 

82.3 

174.7 

17.7 

986.3 

100.0 

A  breakout  of  the  Air  Force  authorization  request  by  command  is 
contained  in  the  following  table: 


Command 

Authorized 

amount 

Percent 
of  total 

Inside  the  United  States: 

Thousands 
$66, 738 
34,  595 
28, 270 
23, 090 
13,  566 
18, 937 
7, 276 

6.  9 

Air  Materiel  Command _ _ 

3.6 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command _ _ _ 

3.0 

2.  4 

1.  4 

2.0 

.7 

Strategic  Air  Command . . . . . . 

164i 298 
15, 819 
563 

17. 1 

Tactical  Air  Command _ 

1.6 

Special  facilities _ _ _ _ _ _ 

.  1 

163, 066 

17.0 

Total,  inside  the  United  States _ _ _ _ _ 

536, 218 

55.8 

Outside  the  United  States: 

Air  Materiel  Command _ _ _ _ _ _ 

696 

.  1 

Alaskan  Air  Command _ _ _ _ 

26, 416 
1,540 
5, 347 
16, 671 
23,582 
19,  952 

2.  7 

Caribbean  Air  Command _ 

.2 
.  5 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _ _ _ 

Pacific  Air  Forces _ 

1.7 

Strategic  Air  Command _ _ _ _ _ 

2.4 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2. 1 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system _ _ _ 

29, 135 
315 

3.0 

.i 

Total,  outside  the  United  States...  _ 

123,654 
287,500 
10,000 
4, 372 

12.8 

29.9 

Sec.  302:  Ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles.. _ _ _ _ 

Sec.  303:  Unforeseen  construction . . . . 

1.0 

Sec.  309:  Air  Force  Academy _ 

.  5 

Total  new  authorization _ _ _ 

961,  744 

100.0 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  provide  for  the  air  defense  of 
the  continental  United  States. 

This  program  contains  a  request  for  $66,738,000  and  provides  oper¬ 
ating  facilities  at  17  locations. 

Included  within  the  total  of  $66,738,000  is  an  amount  of  $30,881,000 
to  provide  facilities  in  support  of  Stratetic  Air  Command  heavy 
bomber  and/or  tanker  squadrons  at  9  locations,  an  amount  of  $842,000 
to  provide  support  facilities  for  SAGE  at  2  locations,  and  an  amount 
of  $520,000  to  provide  support  facilities  for  Military  Air  Transport 
Command  at  1  location. 
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The  remainder  of  the  Air  Defense  Command  program,  totaling 
$34,495,000,  provides  facilities  required  to  support  the  basic  mission. 

Facilities  in  support  of  the  Air  Defense  Command  are  also  included 
in  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  for  $762,000,  the 
Air  Training  Command  for  $2,191,000,  the  Military  Air  Transport 
Service  for  $222,000,  the  Strategic  Air  Command  for  $6,652,000,  and 
the  Tactical  Air  Command  for  $836,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Materiel  Command  is  to  (1)  provide  ade¬ 
quate  and  efficient  systems  of  procurement,  production,  maintenance, 
and  supply  for  the  United  States  Air  Force;  (2)  provide  general  over¬ 
all  logistical  support  for  all  activities  and  agencies  for  the  United 
States  Air  Force;  (3)  train  specialized  units  for  accomplishment  of 
specified  ligistics  functions  in  overseas  areas  and  theaters;  and  (4) 
train  individuals  requiring  a  long  training  lead  time  to  fill  require¬ 
ments  of  air-depot-type  units  scheduled  for  activation  and  to  fill 
replacement  requirements.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$34,595,000  for  Air  Materiel  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
12  locations. 

Included  within  the  Air  Materiel  Command  total  program  are  fa¬ 
cilities  for  Air  Materiel  Command  depot  supply  and  maintenance 
requirements  totaling.  $8,142,000.  The  SAC  mission  at  3  AMC 
locations  requires  a  total  of  $8,788,000,  and  there  are  Research  and 
Development  requirements  at  1  AMC  location  estimated  to  cost 
$6,500,000.  The  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to 
satisfy  the  basic  Air  Materiel  mission  requirement. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command  is  to 
attain  and  maintain  qualitative  superiority  by  the  following  proce¬ 
dures:  (1)  Conduct  or  supervise  scientific  and  technical  studies  re¬ 
quired  for  the  accomplishment  of  Air  Force  missions;  (2)  seek  new 
basic  knowledge  from  which  improved  aeronautical  equipment,  ma¬ 
terial,  weapons,  and  techniques  can  be  developed;  (3)  undertake  the 
development  and  recommend  the  adoption  of  appropriate  new  and 
improved  devices  and  systems  for  the  conduct  and  support  of  air  war¬ 
fare,  including  aircraft,  missiles,  weapons,  techniques,  and  procedures 
applicable  to  Air  Force  purposes;  (4)  perform  employment  and  suit¬ 
ability  testing  of  aircraft,  guided  missiles,  navigational  aids,  compo¬ 
nents,  and  material.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $28,270,000 
for  Research  and  Development  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
10  locations,  including  3  auxiliary  sites. 

Included  within  the  Air  Research  and  Development  Command 
total  program  are  facilities  for  research,  development,  and  testing 
totaling  $5,971,000;  Air  Defense  fighter-interceptor  squadron  at  1 
base  totaling  $481,000;  Ah’  Defense  missile  training  at  2  bases  totaling 
$531,000;  and  a  SAC  mission  at  1  location  totaling  $3,116,000.  The 
remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to  support  the  basic 
ARDC  mission  requirement.  Facilities  in  support  of  the  Air  Re¬ 
search  and  Development  Command  are  also  included  in  the  Air 
Materiel  Command  program  in  the  amount  of  $6,500,000. 
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SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

Under  this  heading,  authority  has  been  provided  in  the  amount  of 
$12  million  for  facilities  for  the  School  of  Aviation  Medicine. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Training  Command  is  to  provide  flying 
training  leading  to  an  aeronautical  rating;  aircrew  training;  basic 
and  advanced  technical  training  leading  to  an  Air  Force  specialty; 
basic  military  training;  mobile  training,  and  such  other  training  as 
may  be  directed  by  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.  This  program  contains 
a  request  for  $23,090,000  for  Air  Training  Command  and  provides 
facilities  at  18  locations. 

Included  in  the  above  total  is  $16,056,000  which  provides  facilities 
for  the  basic  Air  Training  Command  mission.  Facilities  are  also 
included  to  accommodate  SAC  missions  totaling  $4,843,000,  and  an 
Air  Defense  Command  mission  for  $2,191,000. 

CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Continental  Air  Command  is  to  discharge  within 
the  continental  United  States  field  responsibilities  of  the  USAF  Chief 
of  Staff  with  respect  to  Reserve  forces  for  the  Air  Force  that  are 
assigned  to  Continental  Air  Command,  including  supervision  and  in¬ 
spection  of  Air  National  Guard;  domestic  emergencies,  and  miscel¬ 
laneous  administrative  functions;  and,  in  event  of  war  or  other  emer¬ 
gency,  to  mobilize  units  and/or  individuals  of  the  Air  Force  Reserve 
that  are  assigned  to  the  Continental  Air  Command.  This  program  con¬ 
tains  a  request  for  $13,566,000  and  provides  facilities  at  3  locations. 

Included  in  the  program  is  $1,805,000  for  facilities  at  the  School  of 
Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base;  the  second  increment  of 
phased  operational  facilities  to  support  a  SAC  mission  at  Clinton 
County  Air  Force  Base  totaling  $11,589,000  and  $172,000  for  a  heating 
plant  at  Dobbins  Air  Force  Base. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Headquarters  Command  is  to  provide  pro¬ 
ficiency  flying,  training,  housekeeping,  and  support  of  United  States 
Air  Force  personnel  in  the  Washington  area.  Specifically,  this  com¬ 
mand  provides  administrative  and  logistic  support  for  the  USAF 
headquarters  squadron,  for  those  Air  Force  units  stationed  within 
the  Washington  area  where  inherent  organizational  structure  does 
not  permit  other  support,  and  such  other  missions  as  may  be  directed 
by  the  Chief  of  Staff,  USAF.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$18,937,000  for  Headquarters  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
one  location,  primarily  to  allow  the  moving  of  combat  readiness 
training  (CRT)  activities  from  Bolling  Air  Force  Base  to  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  is  to  provide: 
(1)  airlift  required  in  support  of  approved  joint  war  plans;  (2)  sched- 
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uled  airlift  for  the  Department  of  Defense  within  the  continental 
United  States,  between  the  continental  United  States  and  overseas 
areas,  and  between  and  within  overseas  areas  as  directed  by  higher 
authority;  (3)  worldwide  air  transport,  air  weather,  airways  and  air 
communications  and  air  rescue  service  systems;  (4)  flight  service 
within  the  Zone  of  Interior;  (5)  organization  and  training  of  air 
resupply  and  communications  services;  (6)  supervision  and"  control 
and  maintenance  of  primary  facilities  required  for  performing  its 
assigned  mission;  and  (7)  theater  jurisdiction  in  overseas  areas  where 
MATS  units  are  stationed  but  which  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of 
any  theater  commander.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$7,276,000  for  Military  Air  Transport  Service  and  provides  facilities 
at  4  locations. 

Included  within  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  total  program 
are  facilities  for  air  defense  missions  costing  $222,000;  facilities  for 
United  States  Navy  air  transport  squadrons  at  1  base,  costing 
$626,000;  facilities  for  SAC  tanker  missions  at  2  bases,  costing 
$4,668,000.  The  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of  items  to 
satisfy  the  basic  MATS  mission  requirements. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  organize,  train,  equip,  administer, 
and  prepare  a  force  capable  of  conducting  strategic  air  operations  in 
accordance  with  directives  and  policies  issued  by  Headquarters, 
United  States  Air  Force.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $164,- 
298,000  for  the  Strategic  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
40  locations. 

Included  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  program  is  an  amount  of 
$70,929,000  to  provide  alert  capability  at  15  heavy-bomber  bases, 
and  15  medium-bomber  bases.  An  amount  of  $22,380,000  is  requested 
to  provide  additional  facilities  required  at  10  heavy  bomber  home 
bases.  Of  this  amount,  approximately  $3,400,000  is  requested  for 
facilities  necessary  to  convert  Beale  Air  Force  Base  to  a  heavy  bomber 
home  base  and  approximately  $8  million  is  included  for  airfield 
pavement  strengthening  and  replacement.  An  amount  of  $4,888,000 
is  requested  to  provide  additional  facilities  necessary  at  6  heavy 
bomber  dispersal  bases  included  in  prior  programs.  An  amount  of 
$15,552,000  contained  in  this  program  provides  for  construction  of 
the  second  increment  of  facilities  at  Richard  I.  Bong  Air  Force  Base. 
In  addition,  $11,417,000  is  provided  for  the  relocation  of  a  Strategic 
Air  Command  tanker  squadron  on  a  joint-utilization  basis  with  the 
Navy  at  Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine. 

An  amount  of  $148,000  will  provide  facilities  to  support  SAGE. 
An  amount  of  $3,799,000  is  requested  to  accommodate  redeployment 
of  air  defense  fighter  missions  at  3  bases.  In  addition,  $2,853,000  is 
included  to  provide  required  facilities  for  air  defense  missions  at 
7  Strategic  Air  Command  bases. 

The  remainder  of  the  Strategic  Air  Command  program,  amounting  to 
$32,332,000  will  provide  for  items  required  to  support  the  basic  mis¬ 
sion  throughout  the  entire  command. 
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In  addition  to  the  program  specified  in  the  foregoing  paragraphs, 
facilities  to  support  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  included  within 
other  major  Zone  of  Interior  commands  as  follows: 


Air  Defense  Command _ $28,  749,  000 

Air  Materiel  Command _  15,  288,  000 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command _  3,  116,  000 

Air  Training  Command _  4,  843,  000 

Continental  Air  Command _  11,  589,  000 

Military  Air  Transport  Service _  4,  668,  000 

Tactical  Air  Command _  5,  677,  000 


This  authorization  requested  within  other  commands  amounts  to  a 
total  of  $73,930,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Tactical  Air  Command  is  to  organize,  equip, 
train,  and  administer  the  forces  assigned  or  attached,  to  participate 
in  tactical  air  operations,  including  light  and  tactical  bombardment, 
day  fighter,  fighter  bomber,  tactical  missiles,  troop  carrier,  recon¬ 
naissance  and  support  units;  maintenance  of  liaison  with  Continental 
Army  Command  and  the  determination  of  the  amount  of  Tactical 
Air  Command  resources  to  allocate  for  the  training  of  Air  Force  and 
Army  personnel  and  units  in  air-ground  operations;  and  maintenance 
of  a  capability  and  development  of  plans  for  the  deployment  of 
mobile  atomic  strike  forces  for  use  in  tactical  air  operations  in  any 
area  of  the  world  independent  of  or  in  concert  with  other  land,  air, 
naval  and/or  amphibious  forces.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$15,819,000  for  Tactical  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
7  locations. 

Included  within  the  Tactical  Air  Command  total  program  are 
facilities  for  operational  and  base  support  items  totaling  $7,546,000. 
The  balance  of  the  program  provides  facilities  for  a  mission  at  2  loca¬ 
tions  for  $5,677,000  and  an  ADC  mission  at  1  base  costing  $2,596,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES  (ZONE  OF  INTERIOR) 

This  section  contains  special  facilities  of  an  operational  nature 
amounting  to  $563,000.  These  facilities  will  support  a  classified 
mission  and  they  are  to  be  constructed  at  three  locations.  Two  loca¬ 
tions  have  not  been  firmly  selected.  The  third  location,  although 
selected,  is  classified. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM,  ZONE  OF  INTERIOR 

The  aircraft  control  and  warning  system  is  the  ground  environment 
portion  of  the  air  defense  system.  The  aircraft  control  and  warning 
function  is  to  detect  and  identify  all  airborne  objects,  evaluate  the 
threat,  commit  and  control  weapons  such  as  manned  interceptors 
and  missiles  for  the  destruction  of  enemy  targets.  The  Zone  of  In¬ 
terior  aircraft  control  and  warning  portion  of  this  program  totals 
$163,066,000.  This  section  consists  of  the  following  programs: 

The  first  program  will  provide  $100  million  for  the  initiation  of  an 
extensive  radar  improvement  program.  This  program  will  provide 
for  electric  power,  utilities,  radar  towers  and  real  estate  to  support 
new  and  highly  improved  radar  equipment.  This  will  improve  identi¬ 
fication  capabilities  as  well  as  decreasing  enemy  capabilities  to  effec- 
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tively  utilize  electronic  countermeasures  against  our  radars.  The 
construction  involved  in  this  type  of  radar  improvement  consists  pri¬ 
marily  of  the  procurement  and  installation  of  enclosed  radar  towers 
and  the  provision  of  large  quantities  of  electric  power  for  operation 
of  the  newer  high-powered  radars. 

The  next  program  will  provide  $27,029,000  to  construct  SAGE 
direction  centers.  This  request  will  provide  for  five  direction  centers 
as  an  increment  toward  the  completion  of  the  total  SAGE  program. 

The  next  program  provides  $1,456,000  for  SAGE  support  type 
facilities.  Specifically,  this  item  will  construct  operational  type  facili¬ 
ties  at  four  locations;  maintenance  facilities  at  one  location,  supply 
facilities  at  3  locations,  administrative  facilities  at,  4  locations,  person¬ 
nel  facilities  at  2  locations,  and  utilities  at  2  locations. 

The  next  program  provides  $4,232,000  for  SAGE  communications 
facilities.  This  will  furnish  communications  receivers  at  19  locations, 
communications  transmitters  at  21  locations,  and  addition  to  the 
aircraft  control  and  warning  operational  buildings  at  21  locations. 

The  next  program  provides  $13,466,000  for  various  facilities  at 
aircraft  control  and  warning  sites  throughout  the  Zone  of  Interior. 
This  program  will  construct  5  new  manned  airciaft  control  and  warn¬ 
ing  sites  and  8  new  unmanned  automatic  radar  stations  (gap  fillers). 
In  addition,  it  provides  various  support  and  personnel  facilities  for 
existing  sites  inside  the  United  States. 

The  last  program  provides  $16,883,000  for  construction  of  the  Air 
Force  portion  of  a  joint  Army-Air  Force  operated  missile  defense 
center  system  in  the  United  States.  Present  plans  call  for  a  number 
of  centers  in  this  system,  also  known  as  the  Missile  Master,  with  the 
Air  Force  being  the  host  at  some  centers  and  the  Army  being  the 
host  at  others.  This  request  will  provide  technical  and  support 
facilities  at  the  Air  Force  locations  and  technical  facilities  only  at  the 
Army  locations. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  the  Air  Materiel  Command  is  to  provide  adequate 
and  efficient  systems  of  procurement,  production,  maintenance  and 
supply  for  the  United  States  Air  Force;  provide  general  overall  logis¬ 
tical  support  for  all  activities  and  agencies  of  the  United  States  Air 
Force;  train  specialized  units  for  the  accomplishment  of  specified 
logistics  functions  in  overseas  areas  and  theaters;  and,  train  indi¬ 
viduals  to  fill  requirements  of  newly  activated  air  depot  units  and  re¬ 
placement  requests. 

This  program  contains  a  request  for  $696,000  and  provides  facilities 
at  one  location. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Alaskan  Air  Command  is  to  organize  and  conduct 
the  ah-  defense  of  Alaska  and  provide  early  warning  to  the  United 
States  and  Canada.  This  command  supports  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand,  Military  Ah'  Transport  Service,  COMALSEAFRON,  the 
United  States  Army,  and  the  northwest  route  to  the  Orient.  This 
program  contains  a  request  for  $26,416,000  for  the  Alaskan  Air 
Command  and  provides  facilities  at  3  bases  and  7  various  locations. 

Included  within  the  Alaskan  Air  Command  total  program  are- 
facilities  at  6  locations  totaling  $12,503,000  for  ground  control  intercept 
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radar  stations  related  to  the  western  extension  of  DEW  line  and  the 
air  defense  system;  Air  Force  security  service  mission  at  2  locations 
totaling  $13,193,000;  the  remainder  of  the  program  is  composed  of 
items  totaling  $720,000  to  satisfy  the  basic  mission  requirement. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

The  mission  of  the  Caribbean  Air  Command  is  to  provide  supervi¬ 
sion,  guidance,  and  administrative  control  of  the  USAF  missions  in 
Latin  America;  provide  supervision,  guidance,  and  administrative  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Air  Force  phase  of  the  mutual  defense  assistance  program 
(MDAP)  for  Latin  American  countries;  conduct  a  USAF  school  for 
Latin  America;  provide  logistic  support  for  air  attaches  and  USAF 
missions  in  Latin  America;  provide  airlift  within  Latin  America  for 
the  inter-American  geodetic  survey  team  and  provide  administrative 
control  of  the  United  States  Air  Force  Section,  Joint  Brazil-United 
States  Military  Commission.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$1,540,000  for  the  Caribbean  Ah  Command  and  provides  facilities 
at  one  base. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  is  to  provide 
aircraft  required  in  support  of  approved  joint  war  plans;  scheduled 
airlifts  for  the  Department  of  Defense  between  the  continental  United 
States  and  overseas  areas ;  between  and  within  overseas  areas ;  world¬ 
wide  air  transport;  air  weather;  airways  and  air  communications;  air 
rescue  service  systems;  and  organization  and  training  of  air  resupply 
and  communications  service  and  all  elements  thereof.  This  program 
contains  a  request  for  $5,347,000  for  the  Military  Air  Transport 
Service  and  provides  facilities  at  three  various  locations. 

Included  within  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  program  are 
facilities  for  the  Military  Air  Transport  Service  to  satisfy  the  basic 
mission  requirements  totaling  $4,507,000  at  3  locations,  and  facilities 
in  support  of  the  SAC  mission  totaling  $840,000  at  these  same  3 
locations. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

The  mission  of  the  Pacific  Air  Forces  is  to  conduct  tactical  air 
operations,  the  air  defense  of  Japan,  Ryukyus,  Mariannas,  Hawaii, 
and  the  United  States  installations  in  the  Philippines;  provide  air 
transportation  for  combat  troops,  other  personnel  and  supplies  in  the 
Pacific  and  Far  East  areas;  and,  to  provide  logistic  support  to  PACAF 
and  SAC  forces.  This  program  contains  a  request  for  $16,671,000 
for  the  Pacific  Air  Forces  and  provides  facilities  at  2  bases  and  11 
various  locations. 

The  Pacific  Air  Forces  program  includes  facilities  for  a  classified 
operational  mission  at  2  locations  totaling  $7,050,000,  a  mobile  radio 
squadron  at  1  classified  location  for  $857,000  and  a  fighter  mission  at 
1  location  for  $203,000;  1  project  for  $116,000  in  support  of  the  SAC 
mission;  $839,000  in  support  of  overseas  Military  Air  Transport 
Service  at  1  location.  The  remainder  of  the  program  totaling  $7,606,- 
000  is  composed  of  items  to  meet  the  basic  Pacific  Air  Forces  mission 
requirements. 
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Included  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  facilities  for  $343,000  at 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  in  support  of  fighter  interceptor 
aircraft  at  this  base. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND  (OVERSEAS) 

The  mission  of  this  command  is  to  organize,  train,  equip,  admin¬ 
ister,  and  prepare  a  force  capable  of  conducting  strategic  air  operations 
in  accordance  with  directives  and  policies  issued  by  Headquarters, 
United  States  Air  Force.  This  program  contains  a  request  for 
$23,582,000  for  the  Strategic  Air  Command  and  provides  facilities  at 
2  Aar  Force  bases  and  8  various  locations  located  in  Great  Britain, 
Greenland,  Guam,  Morocco,  Newfoundland,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Spain. 

Included  within  Strategic  Air  Command  program  are  facilities 
to  support  MATS  operations  totaling  $342,000  and  at  3  locations 
projects  for  support  of  tenant  fighter  interceptor  aircraft  totaling 
$1,073,000,  broken  down  as  follows:  $343,000  Pacific  Air  Forces  and 
$221,000  Air  Defense  Command  overseas.  The  remainder  of  the 
program  is  composed  of  items  to  satisfy  the  basic  SAC  mission  require¬ 
ments.  In  addition  to  the  program  outlined  above,  facilities  to 
support  the  Strategic  Air  Command  are  included  within  the  MATS 
overseas  program  in  the  amount  of  $840,000  and  Pacific  Air  Forces  in 
the  amount  of  $116,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

The  mission  of  the  United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe  is  to  support 
the  Supreme  Allied  Commander,  Europe;  United  States  Commander 
in  Chief,  Europe,  and  the  other  component  commanders  under 
USCINCEUR  in  their  assigned  missions;  to  fulfill  responsibilities 
assigned  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  in  areas  not  included  in  either  the 
NATO  or  USCINCEUR’s  area  of  responsibility,  and  to  support  com¬ 
manders  operating  directly  under  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  This 
program  contains  a  request  for  $19,952,000  for  United  States  Air 
Forces  in  Europe  and  provides  facilities  at  30  locations. 

Included  in  the  program  are  facilities  to  support  aircraft  control  and 
warning  activities  at  4  locations  totaling  $672,000;  mobile  radio  squad¬ 
rons  at  3  locations  totaling  $5,101,000;  6  locations  for  ammunition 
storage  and  rocket  assembly  totaling  $2,298,000;  fighter  aircraft  at 
6  locations  totaling  $3,870,000;  fighter  bomber  aircraft  at  5  bases 
totaling  $544,000;  troop  carrier  aircraft  at  one  location  totaling  $964,- 
000;  tactical  reconnaissance  aircraft  at  1  location  totaling  $232,000; 
facilities  at  3  bases  totaling  $2,822,000  in  support  of  tactical  guided 
missiles;  and,  medical  facilities  at  2  locations  totaling  $682,000;  also 
included  are  250  family  units  at  2  locations.  The  remainder  of  the 
program,  totaling  $2,767,000,  is  composed  of  items  to  satisfy  the  basic 
USAFE  mission  requirement. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM  OVERSEAS 

The  overseas  aircraft  control  and  warning  portion  of  this  program 
totals  $29,135,000.  Of  this,  $25  million  is  for  the  eastward  extension 
of  the  DEW  line  and  $4,135,000  is  for  electric  power,  heated  auto 
storage,  dormitories,  and  utilities  at  various  aircraft  control  and 
warning  sites. 
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SPECIAL  FACILITIES - VARIOUS  LOCATIONS 

This  section  covers  special  facilities  at  various  overseas  locations 
totaling  $315,000  for  4  classified  projects  at  4  locations. 

The  requirement  for  each  facility  is  dictated  by  the  progress  of 
technical  developments  pertinent  to  the  accomplishment  of  the 
mission. 

RATIO  OF  CONSTRUCTION  IN  OVERSEAS  AREAS 

Of  the  $123  million  shown  for  outside  the  United  States,  $31,189,000 
are  in  United  States  Territories  and  possessions,  and  $48,881,000  are 
for  projects  on  the  North  American  Continent  which  directly  contrib¬ 
ute  to  continental  defense.  This  leaves  only  $43,584,000  or  less  than 
5  percent  of  the  total  program  for  projects  in  what  we  would  term 
“foreign”  countries.  This  annually  decreasing  ratio  of  foreign  con¬ 
struction  in  the  Air  Force  program  is  in  line  with  the  progress  being 
made  to  improve  the  intercontinental  strike  capability  of  the  Strategic 
Air  Command  and  the  increased  contributions  of  their  self-defense  by 
our  allies. 


BALLISTIC,  STRATEGIC,  AND  DEFENSE  MISSILES 

The  Air  Force  program  provides  a  total  of  $195,500,000  for  facilities 
for  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles.  This  amount  includes 
authorization  for  construction  of  operational  ATLAS  facilities  at  one 
additional  location,  not  yet  firmly  selected,  and  support  facilities  for 
both  the  previously  programed  and  the  new  ATLAS  site.  It  also  in¬ 
cludes  authorization  for  the  construction  of  hardened  facilities  for  the 
TITAN  ICBM.  In  addition,  the  fiscal  year  1959  program  provides 
for  construction  of  operational  facilities  for  the  intermediate  range 
ballistic  missile  at  overseas  locations  and  for  test  and  training  facilities 
for  both  the  ICBM  and  the  IRBM  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base.  This 
package  also  contains  facilities  for  the  HOUNDDOG  and  the  QUAIL 
air-to-surface  missiles  carried  by  Strategic  Air  Command  bombers  to 
provide  them  with  greater  penetration  capability.  The  package  also 
provides  facilities  in  the  United  States  for  the  GOOSE  which  is  a 
surface-to-surface  air-breathing  missile  with  an  intercontinental  range. 
Facilities  for  the  GOOSE  missile  also  were  authorized  in  fiscal  year 
1958.  The  Air  Force  program  also  contains  authorization  for  facilities 
for  the  BOMARC  missile.  Construction  of  facilities  for  this  missile 
was  initiated  in  the  fiscal  year  1958  construction  program  at  4  loca¬ 
tions.  This  fiscal  year  1959  request  will  add  facilities  at  10  additional 
locations. 

AIR  FORCE  ACADEMY 

Section  309  of  the  bill  amends  Public  Law  325,  83d  Congress,  to 
provide  for  an  increase  of  $4,372,000  in  construction  authorized  for 
the  Air  Force  Academy  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo.  The  items  to 
be  constructed  with  this  increased  authorization  consist  of  roadway 
facilities,  erosion  control  and  landscaping,  and  diesel  fuel  storage. 

At  the  present  time  construction  of  the  permanent  Academy  is 
69  percent  complete.  Of  the  $122,234,548  under  contract  $78,049,000 
worth  of  work  is  in  place.  The  total  amount  authorized  and  funded 
to  date  is  approximately  $135.5  million. 
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REAL  ESTATE 

The  Air  Force  seeks  authorization  in  this  program  to  acquire 
various  identified  interests  in  4,491  acres  of  land,  all  inside  the  United 
States,  at  a  cost  of  $1,341,000.  These  land  interests  are  required 
primarily  to  extend  runways  at  existing  installations;  to  develop 
facilities  for  the  guided  missile  programs;  to  establish  clearances 
for  flight  safety  in  runway  approach  zones ;  to  provide  safety  clearances 
for  weapons  storage  facilities;  and  to  expand  operational  and  support 
facilities.  In  addition,  certain  real-estate  interests,  not  yet  firmly 
delineated,  will  be  acquired  under  the  authorizations  requested  for 
the  missile  programs.  No  withdrawals  from  the  public  domain  are 
requested.  The  following  table  summarizes  the  identified  land  items 
n  the  program: 


Land  interests  in  Air  Force,  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  authorization 


Interest 

Acres 

Cost 

Fee  purchase _  _ _  _  _  _  _ 

1,555 

1,680 

1,017 

239 

$1, 163, 000 
8,000 
74, 000 
96, 000 

Clearance  easement _ _  _  _  _  _ 

Total . . . . . . . . . . . 

4, 491 

1,341,000 

DISPOSAL  OF  REAL  PROPERTY 

The  Air  Force  is  continuing  its  policy  to  acquire  only  that  land 
needed  for  present  and  immediately  foreseeable  operations  and  to 
relinquish  lands  for  which  continued  requirements  are  not  foreseen. 
During  calendar  year  1957,  the  Air  Force  issued  directives  to  dispose 
of  1,165,060  acres  of  land  and  253,333  square  feet  of  space  in  buildings 
in  the  United  States.  A  semination  of  disposals  by  type  follows: 
(1)  Land  returned  to  public  domain,  29,606  acres.  (2)  Government- 
owned  land,  with  improvements,  2,262  acres.  This  land  will  be 
returned  to  the  tax  rolls,  resulting  in  increased  revenue  for  the  com¬ 
munities  concerned.  Further,  the  sale  of  this  property  results  in 
certain  moneys  being  deposited  in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States. 
(3)  Leases  canceled,  17,389  acres  of  land,  and  253,333  square  feet  of 
space  in  buildings.  Cancellation  of  these  leases  results  in  reductions 
of  $689,152  per  annum  in  lease  costs,  as  well  as  considerable  reductions 
in  annual  maintenance  costs.  (4)  Lesser  interests,  such  as  easements 
and  permits,  which  were  canceled  or  otherwise  disposed  of  totaled 
1,115,803  acres. 

UNFORESEEN  CONSTRUCTION 

Twenty-five  million  dollars  of  authorization  is  requested  in  this  bill 
for  construction  of  unforeseen  projects,  wdthout  identification  to  specific 
construction  items  or  locations.  This  authorization  will  provide  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  authority  to  construct  urgently  required 
facilities  for  which  requirements  are  not  now  known  or  firm,  but  which 
must  be  initiated  prior  to  the  next  military  construction  authorization 
act. 

Changing  international  conditions  and  operational  concepts,  changes 
in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  and  new  or  unforeseen  research  and  development  re- 
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quirements  often  create  new  and  additional  facility  requirements  on 
which  construction  must  be  initiated  promptly  and  provided  in  short 
periods  of  time  in  order  that  the  weapons  and  systems  may  be  effec¬ 
tively  utilized  at  the  earliest  possible  dates  or  by  specified  requirement 
dates.  With  present  rapidly  advancing  enemy  capabilities  and 
United  States  technology,  it  is  imperative  that  construction  be  pro¬ 
vided  where  needed  to  support  the  introduction  of  new  developments 
in  weapons  systems  and  operational  concepts.  For  the  same  reason, 
it  is  not  always  possible  to  accurately  and  fully  foresee  all  such  require¬ 
ments  in  time  to  include  them  in  the  normal  annual  military  construc¬ 
tion  program  which  would  eliminate  the  need  for  emergency  actions 
to  produce  the  facilities  by  the  time  required. 

Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress  (fiscal  year  1957  program)  pro¬ 
vided  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  with  $50  million  of  this  type  of 
emergency  construction  authorization.  Approximately  $44  million  of 
this  authorization  has  been  utilized  and  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Congress  so  notified,  and  an  additional  $4  million  is  in 
various  stages  of  processing  for  initiation  of  construction  in  fiscal 
year  1958.  In  view  of  recent  developments  and  the  continuing  accel¬ 
eration  of  defense  programs,  it  is  anticipated  that  the  balance  of  the 
Air  Force  available  authorization  for  unforeseen  construction  will  be 
fully  utilized  prior  to  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1958. 

TITLE  IV 

This  title  would  authorize  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  establish  or 
develop  installations  or  facilities  for  advanced  research  projects  and 
certain  air  defense  missile  facilities  as  previously  covered  in  this 
report.  In  connection  with  the  exercise  of  this  authority,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  or  his  designee  is  authorized  to  acquire  or  construct  facilities, 
acquire  land,  prepare  sites,  and  engage  in  other  similar  activities. 
The  title  authorizes  $233,372,000  for  these  purposes.  The  com¬ 
mittee  inserted  language  which  requires  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
report  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  semiannually  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  this 
authority. 

ADVANCED  RESEARCH  PROJECTS  AGENCY 

On  February  7,  1958,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  issued  a  directive 
which  gives  to  the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  planning  and  directing  advanced  research  projects  involving 
space  science  and  technology,  ballistic  missile  defense  and  other 
advanced  research  and  development  as  assigned  from  time  to  time 
by  the  Secretary. 

The  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  was  organized  to  provide 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  expedited  and  forward-looking  research 
programs  which  in  the  past  have  been  retarded  by  the  necessity  for 
a  formal  military  requirement.  The  organization  of  the  Agency  is  in 
recognition  of  the  importance  of  pushing  advanced  research  which 
may  have  military  applications  even  before  it  is  known  whether  the 
results  will  be  fruitful  and  how  any  results  achieved  may  be  used. 

By  utilizing  existing  facilities  of  the  military  departments,  other 
Government  agencies,  universities,  and  industry,  it  is  believed  that 
the  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  can  effectively  carry  out  its 
responsibilities  with  a  small  staff  of  about  20  staff  assistants,  together 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


89 


with  the  necessary  clerical  and  stenographic  support.  In  addition, 
arrangements  have  been  made  for  the  Institute  for  Defense  Analyses 
to  provide  scientific  and  technical  assistance  with  about  25  scientists. 
In  the  future  it  is  anticipated  additional  contracts  with  universities 
and  industry  for  studies  and  management-type  activities. 

The  committee  was  informed  that  it  is  not  intended  to  expand  to 
a  large  organization  that  will  require  extensive  laboratories,  although 
there  probably  will  be  some  modifications  to  existing  facility  complexes 
to  keep  from  impairing  effort  which  must  be  directed  to  more  imme¬ 
diate  development  of  weapons  systems.  The  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  will  work  closely,  in  fact  already  is,  with  other 
elements  of  the  Federal  Government  that  are  concerned  with  science 
and  its  application  to  national  security.  The  Agency  is  working  closely 
with  other  elements  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  with  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences,  the  National  Science  Foundation,  and  the 
National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aeronautics,  which,  under  the 
President’s  plan,  will  become  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Agency. 

While  present  plans  do  not  contemplate  construction  of  Advanced 
Research  Projects  Agency  laboratories,  need  is  foreseen  for  special- 
purpose  facilities  to  prove  out  radically  new  concepts.  In  fact, 
approximately  one-half  of  the  authorization  being  requested  is  for  a 
single  classified  project  of  this  type  of  the  highest  priority. 

TITLE  V— GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

These  follow  the  pattern  established  in  prior  military  construction 
acts,  and  a  description  of  each  is  outlined  below: 

Section  501 

This  section  is  general  authorizing  language  which  has  appeared 
for  several  years  in  military  construction  bills.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  authorities  granted  may  be  exercised  without  regard  to  certain 
sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  and  two  sections  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code.  The  laws  which  will  have  no  application  to  the  con¬ 
struction  authorized  by  this  bill  are  as  follows: 

Section  3648  of  the  Revised  Statutes  as  found  in  title  31,  United 
States  Code,  section  529,  provides  in  part  as  follows: 

No  advance  of  public  money  shall  be  made  in  any  case  unless 
authorized  by  the  appropriation  concerned  or  other  law. 

And  in  all  cases  of  contracts  for  the  performance  of  any  serv¬ 
ice,  or  the  delivery  of  articles  of  any  description  for  the  use 
of  the  United  States,  payment  shall  not  exceed  the  value  of 
the  service  rendered,  or  of  the  articles  delivered  previously 
to  such  payment. 

There  are  situations  in  connection  with  public-works  projects  where 
it  may  be  necessary  to  advance  money  prior  to  the  actual  receipt  of 
the  service  or  the  property  to  be  obtained.  For  example,  where 
utilities  such  as  power,  gas,  or  water  lines  are  required  to  be  installed 
and  it  is  necessary  for  a  private  utility  company  to  extend  its  lines  to 
the  military  installation,  the  military  department  ofttimes  must 
pay  for  the  costs  of  such  extension.  These  payments  are  eventually 
recouped  by  deductions  from  the  periodic  payments  made  for  the 
service  to  the  utility  company.  However,  in  the  strict  sense,  such 
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initial  payment  for  installation  costs  are  advance  payments  for  the 
service  rendered. 

In  regard  to  that  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  as  found  in  title  40, 
United  States  Code,  section  259,  the  committee  feels  that  the  key  to 
the  analysis  of  that  provision  are  the  words  “specifically  appropriated 
therefor.”  It  will  be  noted  that  the  bill  permits  a  5-percent  (United 
States)  and  10-percent  (overseas)  variation  for  projects  authorized 
by  the  bill  in  order  to  provide  necessary  elasticity.  It  is  entirely 
possible  that  this  elasticity  would  be  lost  were  the  construction  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 

With  respect  to  the  second  part  of  Revised  Statutes  3734  found  in 
title  40,  United  States  Code,  section  267,  regarding  the  making  by 
the  General  Services  of  sketch  plans,  outline  descriptions,  and  detailed 
estimates  of  the  cost  of  any  public  building,  it  is  not  believed  that 
such  was  intended  nor  should  apply  to  the  varied  and  multitudinous 
projects  authorized  by  the  military  construction  authorization  acts. 
Such  a  requirement  would  place  a  great  administrative  burden  on  the 
General  Services  Administration  which  could  only  result  in  serious 
delay. 

Section  9774  (d),  title  10,  United  States  Code: 

(d)  Except  when  built  by  members  of  the  Ah'  Force,  no 
permanent  barrack,  quarters,  building,  or  other  permanent 
structure  may  be  built  unless  a  detailed  estimate  of  its  cost 
has  been  submitted  to  Congress  and  a  specific  appropria¬ 
tion  has  been  made  therefor.  No  one  may  build  such  a 
structure  without  specific  authority  of  Congress  if  the  cost 
is  more  than  $100,000. 

It  is  pointed  out  that  detailed  estimates  of  cost  are  not  available  in 
many  cases  until  the  project  has  been  authorized  by  Congress  and  an 
architect  and  engineering  contract  has  been  let  and  performed. 

It  will  be  noted  also  that  the  authority  granted  by  this  section  may 
be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of 
the  Revised  Statutes.  This  provision  of  law  provides  in  pertinent  part 
as  follows: 

Section  355,  Revised  Statutes: 

No  public  money  shall  be  expended  upon  any  site  or  land 
purchased  by  the  United  States  for  the  purposes  of  erecting 
thereon  any  armory,  arsenal,  fort,  fortification,  navy  yard, 
customhouse,  lighthouse,  or  other  public  building  of  any  kind 
whatever,  until  the  written  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General 
shall  be  had  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  title  *  *  *. 

It  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the  exception  from  the  require¬ 
ment  that  title  to  land  be  approved  by  the  Attorney  General  prior  to 
the  exercise  of  the  authorities  granted  in  this  bill  does  not  mean  that 
the  opinion  of  the  Attorney  General  will  not  be  obtained.  It  means 
merely  that  urgent  construction  can  proceed  prior  to  the  rendering 
of  such  an  opinion  by  him. 

Sections  502  and  503 

These  sections  relate  merely  to  totals  in  the  bill  and  percentage 
variations  allowable  in  the  cost  of  projects  and  repeat  similar  provi¬ 
sions  in  Public  Law  241,  85tli  Congress. 
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Section  504 

This  section  authorizes  the  use  of  existing  unused  authorization  for 
family  housing  under  previous  Military  Construction  Authorization 
Acts  (Public  Law  765,  83d  Cong.;  Public  Law  161,  84th  Cong.;  and 
Public  Law  968,  84th  Cong.)  to  provide  family  housing  at  those 
installations  for  which  appropriated  fund  family  housing  authorization 
is  requested  in  this  bill. 

Section  505 

Section  505  provides  that  whenever  the  President  determines  that 
compliance  with  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  would 
interfere  with  the  authorizations  granted  for  construction  in  foreign 
countries,  and  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General 
have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  for  auditing  contracts  for  this 
construction,  the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the 
requirements  of  that  section.  The  provision  of  law  referred  to  is  as 
follows : 

Section  2313  (b),  title  10,  United  States  Code: 

(b)  Each  contract  negotiated  under  this  chapter  shall 
provide  that  the  Comptroller  General  and  his  representa¬ 
tives  are  entitled,  until  the  expiration  of  three  years  after 
final  payment,  to  examine  any  books,  documents,  papers,  or 
records  of  the  contractor,  or  any  of  his  subcontractors,  that 
directly  pertain  to,  and  involve  transactions  relating  to,  the 
contract  or  subcontract. 

Section  506 

This  section  relates  to  the  awarding  of  contracts  on  a  competitive 
basis,  and  to  the  requirement  that  the  military  department  shall  report 
to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a 
competitive  basis.  The  first  of  the  laws  referred  to  is  the  Armed 
Services  Procurement  Act.  The  second  law  referred  to,  which  is 
self-explanatory,  is  as  follows: 

Section  15  of  the  act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551): 

Sec.  15.  Section  3  of  the  Armed  Services  Procurement  Act 
of  1947  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  paragraph : 

“(c)  All  bids  or  invitations  for  bids  shall  contain  in  their 
specifications  all  the  necessary  language  and  material  re¬ 
quired  and  shall  be  so  descriptive  both  in  its  language  and 
attachments  thereto  in  order  to  permit  full  and  free  competi¬ 
tion.  Any  bid  or  invitation  to  bid  which  shall  not  carry  the 
necessary  descriptive  language  and  attachments  thereto,  or  if 
such  attachments  are  not  available  or  accessible  to  all  com¬ 
petent,  reliable  bidders,  such  bid  or  invitation  to  bid  shall  be 
invalid  and  any  award  or  awards  made  to  any  bidder  in  such 
case  shall  be  invalidated  and  rejected.” 

In  addition,  this  section  which  is  similar  to  sections  contained  in 
previous  construction  bills,  has  been  reworded  to  provide  that  all 
awards  made  by  the  United  States  under  the  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  of  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
in  special  cases,  determines  otherwise.  (See  p.  55,  Competitive  bid 
procedures.) 
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Section  507 

This  section  advances  for  2  years  the  general  rescission  provisions 
now  contained  in  section  506  of  Public  Law  241,  85th  Congress. 
This  continues  in  effect  the  established  policy  of  repealing  long¬ 
standing  military  construction  authorizations  that  have  not  been 
used  by  the  military  departments.  As  a  result,  after  July  1,  1959, 
only  those  authorizations,  with  certain  specified  exceptions,  which  are 
contained  in  public  laws  enacted  subsequent  to  August  3,  1956,  would 
continue  to  be  available.  Under  this  section,  unused  authorization 
that  has  been  in  effect  3  years  will  be  automatically  rescinded. 

Section  508 

This  section  would  repeal  section  408  (b)  of  Public  Law  564,  81st 
Congress,  which  directs  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  report  to  the 
Congress,  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  session  of  each  Congress,  all 
military  construction  authorization  enacted  since  the  80th  Congress, 
for  which  adequate  funds  have  not  been  appropriated,  and  to  recom¬ 
mend  to  the  Congress  which  portions  of  this  unused  authorization 
should  be  rescinded. 

Under  present  procedures,  the  amount  of  all  residual  unfunded 
authorization  is  always  reported  to  Congress  by  the  Department  of 
Defense  in  its  presentation  of  the  annual  MCA  bill.  Therefore,  as 
this  information  is  now  reported  annually,  the  requirement  for  a 
biennial  report,  as  specified  by  Public  Law  564,  would  appear  un¬ 
necessary. 

In  view  of  the  provisions  of  section  507  of  this  bill,  under  which 
all  unused  authorization  that  has  been  in  effect  3  years  is  automatically 
rescinded,  there  is  no  longer  any  need  to  recommend  biennially  unused 
authorization  to  Congress  for  rescission.  Moreover,  under  present 
program  management  procedures,  large  accumulations  of  unused 
authorizations  are  no  longer  allowed  to  occur. 

Section  509 

This  section  would  extend  through  fiscal  year  1961,  the  previously 
enacted  leasing  authority  for  housing  at  tactical  installations,  so  that 
NIKE  and  other  tactical  site  housing  requirements  may  be  met  by 
utilizing  existing  private  housing  to  the  greatest  possible  extent, 
thereby  reducing  the  necessity  for  construction  of  military  quarters. 

Section  510 

Section  510  would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  which  authorizes  land  acquisition  projects  not  exceeding  $5,000, 
to  authorize  a  new  limit  of  $25,000  for  each  land  acquisition  project. 
In  addition,  the  restriction  of  this  section  to  projects  which  are  urgently 
required  has  been  eliminated.  These  changes  are  desired  in  order  to 
better  carry  out  the  original  intent  of  section  406,  Public  Law  968/84, 
which  was  to  expedite  the  handling  of  small  real  estate  acquisition 
projects,  and  to  reduce  the  administrative  workload  involved  in  these 
small  transactions. 

Section  511 

This  section  would  add  a  new  subsection  to  section  408  (a)  of  Public 
Law  968,  84th  Congress,  which  would  exempt  small,  routine  construc¬ 
tion  projects  costing  $5,000  or  less  from  the  present  requirement  that 
a  determination  be  made  that  they  are  urgently  required.  The  com¬ 
mittee  found  that  this  method  of  handling  these  minor,  low-cost  con- 
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struction  projects  requires  an  excessive  amount  of  administration  and 
delay  which  would  be  eliminated  by  the  change  proposed  in  section 
511. 

Section  512 

This  section  would  amend  section  406  of  Public  Law  241,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  so  as  to  exempt  two  additional  categories  of  family  housing 
from  the  present  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  act.  The  reasons  for  the  specific  exemptions 
in  this  section  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Mandatory  Wherry  acquisition  projects  were  exempted  from 
the  requirement  for  inclusion  in  the  annual  military  construction 
authorization  act  by  Public  Law  241,  85th  Congress. 

(2)  Leased  housing  is  proposed  to  be  exempted  because  such 
housing,  if  acquired  at  all,  must  be  acquired  on  short  notice  as  the 
housing  becomes  available.  It  would  be  impractical  to  plan  such 
acquisitions  sufficiently  far  in  advance  to  permit  annual  line  item 
authoriza  tion. 

In  addition,  the  acquisition  of  “permissive”  Wherry  projects  would 
be  exempted  from  the  requirement.  This  is  consistent  with  prior 
committee  recommendations  that  Department  of  Defense  proceed  to 
acquire  all  Wherry  housing  projects  for  which  there  is  a  long-range 
military  requirement  at  permanent  installations. 

Section  518 

The  committee  added  four  new  provisions  to  section  513.  They  are: 

(1)  Limits  the  number  of  family  housing  units  to  be  constructed 
overseas  to  a  total  of  4,000  units  out  of  surplus  commodity  funds. 

(2)  Limits  the  number  of  Capehart  family  housing  units  to  be 
constructed  during  fiscal  year  1959,  to  a  total  of  30,000. 

(3)  Provides  some  elasticity  in  the  siting  of  Capehart  housing 
in  order  to  insure  that  if  an  urgent  requirement  arises  in  a  location 
which  was  not  designated  by  a  line  item,  that  another  less  urgent 
project  can  be  deferred  or  others  could  be  lessened  in  number  of 
units  in  order  to  provide  housing  for  the  new  site. 

(4)  Provided  as  previously  mentioned  for  clarification  in  the 
acquisition  of  Wherry  housing  projects  by  condemnation. 

Section  514 

Contains  similar  restrictions  on  unit  costs  as  those  provided  in  last 
year’s  bill.  The  only  difference  is  that  certain  increases  are  provided 
in  order  to  meet  increased  costs. 

The  committee  is  disturbed  by  an  inexorable  advance  in  the  cost  of 
personnel  facilities,  such  as  barracks  and  bachelor  officers’  quarters. 
Despite  the  unit  cost  limitations  which  have  been  imposed  by  this 
committee  and  the  uniform  design  criteria  established  by  the  Office, 
Secretary  of  Defense,  there  has  been  a  marked  upward  cost  trend, 
beyond  a  level  which  can  be  justifiably  attributed  to  current  market 
conditions.  Although  the  committee  acknowledges  the  morale  and 
welfare  contribution  good  living  quarters  provide,  it  seems  reasonable 
to  expect  that  pleasant,  livable  accommodations,  commensurate  with 
civilian  standards  can  be  obtained  within  present  statutory  limitations 
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through  good  planning,  efficient  and  economical  use  of  materials,, 
centralized  plumbing  facilities,  and  careful  selection  of  all  mechanical 
equipment  for  optimum  installation  and  operating  economy. 

While  as  mentioned  before  the  committee  went  along  with  the 
Department  of  Defense  recommendation  that  cost  limitations  on 
bachelor  officers’  quarters  be  raised  from  $7,500  to  $8,500,  the  com¬ 
mittee  takes  this  action  with  the  specific  and  definite  understanding 
that  the  $8,500  limitation  will  be  completely  adhered  to  without 
exception. 

Section  515 

Provides  that  titles  I,  II,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  this  act  may  be  cited  as 
the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1958.” 

Section  516 

Merely  extends  the  date  by  2  years  (from  July  1960  to  July  1962) 
upon  which  substandard  quarters  must  be  disposed  of  if  they  have 
not  been  rehabilitated  in  that  time. 

Title  VI 

RESERVE  COMPONENT  FACILITIES 

The  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950  (Public  Law  783, 
81st  Cong.)  authorized  the  acquisition  and  construction  of  facilities 
for  the  Reserve  components  of  the  Armed  Forces,  which  authorization 
was  amended  by  Public  Law  302  of  the  84th  Congress  and  Public 
Law  85-215.  Permanent  provisions  of  the  foregoing  law  have  been 
codified  in  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  are  included 
in  pending  amendments  thereto. 

Title  VI  of  the  proposed  legislation  would  provide  specific  line- 
item  project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959,  together  with  certain 
other  provisions  necessary  to  effect  the  transition  from  the  general 
authorization  heretofore  granted  by  the  Congress  to  the  line-item 
type  required  for  future  programs. 

Title  VI  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  premised  upon  retention  of 
the  provisions  of  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  to  the 
fullest  extent  compatible  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  Congress. 
The  only  substantive  amendment  of  that  chapter  would  be  the 
deletion  of  the  requirement  for  “consultation”  with  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  with  respect  to  the  projects  to  be  undertaken 
by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  and  substitution  therefor  of  a  provision 
requiring  authorization  by  law  of  specific  projects,  with  certain 
exceptions. 

Title  VI  would  have  authorized  specific  projects  for  the  Naval 
Reserve,  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  the  Air  Force  Reserve  and  the 
Air  National  Guard.  Additional  authorization  was  not  requested  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  Army  Reserve  and  Army  National 
Guard  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  Department  of  Defense  position  that 
projects  heretofore  authorized  and  appropriated  for,  but  remaining 
unconstructed,  were  sufficient  in  number  to  cover  the  approved 
obligation  program  of  construction  during  fiscal  year  1959  for  both  of 
these  Reserve  components. 
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The  committee  takes  a  contrary  position  and  as  discussed  before, 
added  line  item  projects  for  the  Army  National  Guard  and  Army 
Reserve. 

Title  VI  would  also  continue  the  authorizations  previously  granted 
for  those  facilities  which  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation  with  the 
Armed  Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  before  July  1,  1958,  provided  they  are  placed  under  con¬ 
struction  contract  before  July  1,  1960  and  are  funded  from  appro¬ 
priations  made  prior  to  enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation. 

As  has  been  staled  the  committee  could  not  agree  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  that  the  best  interests  of  the  Reserve  components 
would  be  served  by  failing  to  authorize  additional  projects  for  the 
Army  National  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve.  It  is  true  that  the 
Army  National  Guard  presently  has  $17.7  million  funded  and  unob¬ 
ligated  authorization  as  of  June  30,  1958  and  that  the  Army  Reserve 
has  $30.8  million  funded  and  unobligated  authorization  as  of  the  same 
date.  However,  these  unobligated  authorizations  exist  only  because 
the  Department  of  Defense  has  not  permitted  these  two  Reserve 
components  to  obligate  these  authorizations.  As  of  consequence, 
the  Army  Reserve  and  .Army  National  Guard  have  fallen  behind  the 
other  Reserve  components  in  then-  Reserve  facilities  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  It  is  a  fact  that  in  all  the  Reserve  components  the  Army 
National  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve  have  the  greatest  need  for 
additional  training  facilities.  The  National  Guard  Bureau  estimates 
that  of  the  total  requirement  of  2,780  armories  there  still  is  a  deficiency 
of  764  armories  to  be  built  before  the  Army  National  Guard  can  com¬ 
plete  its  program.  Of  the  total  Army  Reserve  requirement  of  1,800 
Reserve  training  centers  only  717  have  been  constructed,  leaving  a 
deficiency  of  1,083. 

Insofar  as  the  Army  National  Guard  is  concerned  there  is  also  for 
consideration  the  amount  of  funds  which  have  been  appropriated  by 
the  State  legislatures.  There  is  presently  in  excess  of  $35  million 
available  in  State  funds  as  matching  contributions  for  the  construction 
of  Army  National  Guard  armories.  The  committee  believes  that  the 
States  have  more  than  done  their  part  under  the  provisions  of  the  law 
for  providing  the  necessary  State  funds  and  the  Federal  Government 
should  now  provide  matching  funds  so  that  the  Army  National  Guard 
construction  program  can  proceed  and  keep  pace  with  the  other 
Reserve  components. 

As  a  consequence  the  committee  added  projects  for  both  the  Army 
Reserve  and  the  Army  National  Guard  totaling  $28,330,000. 

The  total  amount  recommended  by  the  committee  for  Reserve 
component  construction  is  $57,201,000.  This  exceeds  the  original 
Department  of  Defense  proposal  by  $28,285,000.  Even  so,  the  com¬ 
mittee  believes  this  to  be  a  modest  authorization  when  the  need  for 
Reserve  facilities  is  considered.  Furthermore,  it  should  be  remembered 
that  in  fiscal  year  1958  the  Congress  authorized  $80  million  for  Reserve 
facilities  construction,  and  thus  the  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959 
is  less  than  one-half  the  amount  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1958. 

BACKGROUND  OP  THE  BASIC  LAW 

Prior  to  World  War  II,  our  Reserves  were  relatively  small.  In  the 
various  States  the  National  Guard  was  geared  to  the  requirements  of 
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the  States  concerned  rather  than  into  a  pattern  for  mobilization 
requirements  in  the  event  of  total  war.  Since  the  war  it  has  been  a 
matter  of  almost  constant  discussion  as  to  how  large  a  Reserve  should 
be  maintained. 

Until  the  enactment  of  the  basic  law,  one  of  the  most  important 
limiting  factors  in  developing  the  Reserve  was  the  lack  of  proper 
armories  and  other  facilities  needed  for  training  purposes.  That  law 
has  gone  a  long  way  in  correcting  this  deficiency,  but  there  is  still  a 
long  road  to  travel  before  the  deficiency  is  met.  The  law  gave  an 
impetus  to  the  Reserve  program  which  cannot  be  overestimated. 
Upon  the  enactment  of  the  law  the  civilian  Reserve  components  felt 
that  they  were  no  longer  a  forgotten  group.  It  provided  a  spur  and 
an  encouragement  which  has  manifested  itself  in  infinitely  more  in¬ 
terest  in  the  Reserve  program  than  had  ever  before  been  experienced. 

Prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  basic  law,  the  Federal  Government 
paid  for  the  construction  of  armories  for  its  Reserves,  but  it  had  never 
contributed  to  the  construction  of  armories  for  the  National  Guard,  on 
the  basis  that  such  construction  was  the  responsibility  of  the  States. 
Public  Law  783,  81st  Congress,  provided  authority  for  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  to  continue  the  constiuction  of  facilities  for  Reserves 
other  than  National  Guard,  and  in  addition  made  provision  that  the 
Secretary  could  contribute  to  any  State  the  entire  cost  necessary  to 
expand,  rehabilitate  or  convert  existing  National  Guard  facilities  so 
as  to  provide  joint  facilities  which  could  then  be  used  by  the  National 
Guard  and  other  Reserve  components.  Section  3  (c)  of  that  law 
provided  that,  the  Secretary  could  contribute  to  any  State  a  portion 
of  the  funds  for  construction  or  expansion  of  armories  where  the  need 
for  such  bad  been  brought  about  by  the  expansion  of  the  National 
Guard  or  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States  in  order  to 
meet  Federal  requirements.  Such  contributions  are  limited  to  75 
percent  of  the  total  cost,  the  States  to  provide  the  land  necessary  in 
addition  to  their  25  percent  contribution. 

The  original  law  provided  in  part,  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
might  acquire  reserve  facilities,  by  construction  or  otherwise,  over  a 
period  of  5  fiscal  years  and  might  have  appropriated  during  that  time 
not  to  exceed  $250  million.  In  1955  Public  Law  302,  84th  Congress, 
extended  that  time  limitation  for  an  additional  3  years  and  increased 
the  authorization  by  another  $250  million.  In  1957  Public  Law 
85-215  again  increased  the  authorization  by  another  $80  million  but 
retained  the  time  limitation  as  previously  established;  viz,  through 
June  30,  1958. 

Provision  was  also  made  in  the  law  for  consultation  with  the  Armed 
Services  Committees  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  in 
order  that  the  committees  might  be  kept  continuously  advised  with 
respect  to  operations  under  the  law. 
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PROGRESS  OF  PROGRAM  TO  DATE  AND  FUTURE  REQUIREMENTS 

Table  1  summarizes  the  utilization  made  of  the  authorization  pre¬ 
viously  provided. 

Table  1. — Reserve  Forces  facilities — Utilization  of  authorizations  and  appropria¬ 
tions  provided  under  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended 


[In  millions  of  dollars] 


Army 

National 

Guard 

Army 

Reserve 

Navy  and 
Marine 
Corps 
Reserve 

Air  Force 
Reserve 

Air 

National 

Guard 

Total 

Authorizations  and  appropriations _ 

139.3 

105.4 

>80.9 

54.5 

1 174. 3 

>654.4 

Constructed  and  under  construction: 

Planned  as  of  June  30,  1958. . . 

121  6 

74  6 

70  1 

39.4 

174.3 

480  0 

Actual  as  of  Apr.  30,  1958 . . 

Residual  authorization  funded,  estimated 

110.3 

62.4 

63.5 

36.3 

154.0 

426.5 

June  30,  1958 . . . . 

17.7 

30.8 

>  10.8 

15.1 

>0 

74.4 

>  Air  National  Guard  funds  are  “1-year”  and  unobligated  funds  expire  June  30. 

»  Does  not  include  $1.9  million  of  unobligated  prior- year  appropriations  for  which  specific  project  author¬ 
ization  is  contained  in  the  proposed  legislation. 


Navy  ( aviation ,  surjace,  Marine  Corps) 

The  Naval  Reserve  aviation  program,  which  also  supports  Marine 
Corps  Reserve  aviation,  is  composed  of  22  activities.  Six  of  these  are 
Naval  Air  Reserve  training  units  situated  on  Regular  air  stations  and 
the  remainder  are  Reserve  air  stations.  Foreseeable  requirements  to 
keep  these  activities  in  step  with  the  demands  of  modern  aircraft 
and  associated  equipment  amounts  to  $125  million.  This  includes 
replacement  of  those  buildings  which  are  deteriorated  beyond  eco¬ 
nomical  repair,  modernization  of  other  buildings,  and  modernization 
of  operations  facilities. 

The  Naval  Reserve  surface  program  consists  of  319  training  centers 
and  facilities,  and  184  electronic  facilities  and  stations.  A  major 
effort  is  now  under  way  to  reorganize  sizable  segments  of  the  surface 
program  into  crews  ready  on  short  notice  to  man  antisubmarine 
warfare  ships  for  immediate  augmentation  of  the  fleet  in  an  emergency 
This  will  necessitate  the  providing  of  some  berthing  facilities  and 
dockside  services  in  conjunction  with  the  adjacent  training  centers. 
Modernization  and  replacement  of  overage  temporary  buildings  previ¬ 
ously  mentioned  is  required.  The  total  foreseeable  requirements  for 
the  Naval  Reserve  surface  program  are  estimated  at  $29  million. 

The  Marine  Corps  Reserve  ground  facilities  establishment  consists 
of  231  training  centers,  163  of  which  are  combined  with  the  Naval 
Reserve  training  centers  mentioned  above.  Although  no  additional 
centers  are  required,  replacement,  expansion,  or  modernization  of 
some  of  the  present  facilities  is  urgently  required.  Foreseeable  needs 
are  estimated  to  cost  about  $8  million. 

Thus,  there  is  a  foreseeable  requirement  of  $162  million  for  the  over¬ 
all  program.  Of  this,  it  is  proposed  to  accomplish  about  $15  million 
in  fiscal  year  1959. 
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The  fiscal  year  1959  authorization  program  as  contained  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  includes  provisions  for — 

(a)  Replacement  of  4  training  centers; 

(b)  Replacement  of  10  electronic  facilities; 

(c)  Improvements  to  4  training  centers  and  3  ships’  operations 
facilities; 

(d)  Acquisition  of  2  sites  of  presently  used  centers; 

( e )  Improvements  and  modernization  at  12  naval  air  stations. 

In  planning  for  this  program,  the  principle  of  joint  utilization  is 

observed  to  the  utmost,  as  required  by  law.  A  summary  of  this  joint 
utilization  follows: 

(a)  All  Naval  Reserve  aviation  facilities  are  jointly  used; 

( b )  74  percent  of  Naval  Reserve  surface  training  centers/facili¬ 
ties  are  jointly  used; 

(c)  71  percent  of  Marine  Corps  Reserve  training  centers  are 
jointly  used. 

Through  fiscal  year  1958  a  total  of  $83  million  has  been  appro¬ 
priated  to  carry  out  this  program.  To  date,  a  little  more  than  $64 
million  has  been  obligated  and  it  is  expected  this  total  will  be  raised 
to  $70  million  by  end  fiscal  year  1958. 

Air  Force 

The  established  mobilization  requirement  of  the  Air  Reserve  Forces 
is  39  combat  flying  wings.  Twenty-four  of  these  wings,  consisting  of  83 
combat  squadrons  of  the  fighter  and  tactical  reconnaissance  types, 
make  up  the  tactical  force  of  the  Air  National  Guard  and  there  are 
15  medium  troop  carrier  wings  of  45  tactical  squadrons  in  the  Air 
Force  Reserve. 

In  addition,  there  are  157  support  type  units  of  the  Air  Reserve 
and  Air  National  Guard  which  have  been  programed  to  meet  specific 
mobilization  requirements  in  the  fields  of  communications,  weather, 
air  resupply,  ah-  evacuation,  terminal  operations,  air  rescue,  and 
hospital  type  units. 

The  Air  National  Guard  operates  93  flying  bases  and  41  nonflying 
bases.  Construction  plans  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  future  years  do 
not  contemplate  establishing  any  new  bases  except  Bethel,  Minn., 
under  present  programs,  missions,  and  aircraft  assignment.  Certain 
construction  is  necessary  to  complete  some  of  the  newer  facilities;  to 
replace  World  War  II  temporary  construction;  to  expand  facilities, 
particularly  runways,  taxiways,  and  aprons  to  accommodate  higher 
performance  aircraft  being  received;  and  to  complete  the  program  of 
providing  flight  simulator  and  rocket  storage  buildings,  which  only 
recently  became  a  requirement  of  the  program  as  advanced  model 
jet  aircraft  are  received.  To  summarize,  the  conversion  of  a  World 
War  II  temporary  base  structure  to  a  modernized  plant  capable  of 
operating  Century  series  jets  will,  over  a  period  of  15  years,  require 
about  $254  million  of  construction  which  should  be  approximately 
80  percent  complete  this  year,  assuming  the  entire  amount  in  progress 
this  year  gets  under  contract. 

For  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  $54.5  million  has  been  funded  under  the 
authorization  provided  through  fiscal  year  1958.  The  facilities  pro¬ 
vided  through  the  expenditure  of  these  funds  has  contributed  im¬ 
measurably  to  the  attainment  of  the  high  degree  of  combat  capability 
which  exists  in  our  Reserve  troop  carrier  units  today.  Of  the  37 
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flying  bases  required  to  support  our  flying  units,  34  are  now  in  opera¬ 
tion  with  a  good  percentage  of  the  minimum  operational  facilities 
required  having  been  provided.  The  remaining  three  bases  required 
are  now  under  construction  and  will  be  completed  during  fiscal  year 
1959.  To  round  out  all  facilities  needed  at  the  flying  bases  of  the 
Air  Force  Reserve  will  require  approximately  $29  million  after  fiscal 
year  1959.  Five  Air  Reserve  centers  (nonflying)  have  been  con¬ 
structed,  1  is  under  construction,  and  1  is  programed  from  currently 
available  funds.  No  additional  centers  are  planned  for  construction 
at  this  time  since  priority  will  still  continue  to  be  given  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  facilities  required  for  our  flying  units.  Once  this 
construction  has  been  accomplished,  reviews  will  be  made  of  indi¬ 
vidual  locations  and,  where  it  is  determined  that  such  construction 
meets  the  best  interests  of  the  Government,  action  will  be  taken  to 
include  these  centers  in  a  future  construction  program. 

Army  Reserve  and  National  Guard 

Since  1951,  the  Army  has  had  appropriated  to  it  $244.7  million,  of 
which  $139.2  million  represents  contributions  made,  or  to  be  made,  to 
the  States  for  the  National  Guard  armory  and  nonarmory  programs, 
and  $105.4  million  represents  facilities  for  the  Army  Reserve. 

In  the  National  Guard  armory  program  916  of  the  2,089  armories 
constructed  by  the  States  without  Federal  assistance  represent  ade¬ 
quate  facilities  for  continued  use,  against  a  total  requirement  of  2,250 
armories  as  estimated  bj^  the  Department  of  the  Army;  the  States 
and  the  National  Guard  Bureau,  however,  estimate  total  requirements 
as  2,780  armories.  These  estimates  remain  to  be  reconciled  upon 
completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the  “Pentomic 
Division”  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan  of  distribu¬ 
tion  of  these  units  throughout  the  States.  A  total  of  1,100  armories 
have  been  constructed,  are  under  construction,  or  are  funded  within 
$115  million  of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore  made  available  for 
the  National  Guard.  Thus  the  remaining  requirement  for  National 
Guard  armories  will  range  between  234  and  764  upon  completion  of 
the  revised  troop  unit  program  by  the  Department  of  the  Army. 
Approximately  $24  million  of  the  total  appropriations  heretofore 
made  available  for  the  National  Guard  represent  nonarmory  facilities 
(maintenance  shops,  supply,  and  administrative  facilities)  which  have 
been  constructed,  are  under  construction,  or  are  programed  for  early 
initiation. 

In  the  Army  Reserve  center  program  332  of  the  1,783  facilities 
acquired  by  lease  or  donation,  and  now  in  use,  represent  facilities 
adequate  for  continued  use,  against  an  estimated  total  requirement  of 
1,800  centers.  A  total  of  385  centers  have  been  constructed,  are 
under  construction,  or  are  funded  within  the  $105.4  million  appropria¬ 
tions  heretofore  made  available  for  Army  Reserve  construction.  Thus 
the  remaining  requirement  for  Army  Reserve  centers  is  estimated  at 
1,083  centers,  representing  a  future  authorization  and  funding  re¬ 
quirement  of  $235  million.  This  requirement,  also,  may  be  subject 
to  revision  upon  completion  of  the  new  troop  unit  program  under  the 
“Pentomic  Division”  organizational  structure,  and  the  revised  plan 
of  distribution  of  these  Army  Reserve  units  throughout  the  States. 
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FISCAL  DATA 

Enactment  into  law  of  this  proposed  legislation  will  involve  the 
initial  expenditure  of  $1,644,641,000;  of  this  amount  $57,246,000  repre¬ 
senting  Reserve  components  construction. 

DEPARTMENTAL  DATA 

This  measure  is  part  of  the  legislative  program  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  for  fiscal  year  1959  and  has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  in  its  original  form  as  is  evidenced  by  letter  dated 
May  1,  1958,  from  Secretary  of  Defense  Neil  McElroy  and  by  letter 
dated  May  1,  1958,  from  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  Donald  A. 
Quarles,  which  are  set  out  below  and  made  a  part  of  this  report. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  May  1 ,  1958. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  of  the  House  of  Bepresentatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  forwarded  herewith  a  draft  of  legisla¬ 
tion  to  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

This  proposed  legislation  is  a  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
legislative  program  for  1958,  and  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises 
that  there  is  no  objection  to  its  presentation  to  the  Congress.  The 
Department  of  Defense  recommends  that  it  be  enacted. 

This  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  additional  military  con¬ 
struction  that  is  urgently  needed  by  the  Department  of  Defense  at 
this  time,  and  would  provide  additional  authority  to  cover  deficiencies 
in  prior  construction  authorizations.  The  appropriation  of  money 
required  for  construction  is  provided  for  in  the  budget  of  the  United 
States  Government  for  the  fiscal  year  1959. 

This  legislation  consists  of  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV,  covering  au¬ 
thorization  required  by  the  Departments  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  respectively;  and  title  V 
covering  general  provisions  relating  to  this  legislation. 

This  proposal  would  authorize  new  construction  totaling 
$1,684,361,000,  of  which  $347,028,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the 
Army:  $301,062,000  is  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy;  $986,271,000 
is  for  the  Department  of  the  Ah-  Force;  and  $50  million  is  for  the 
Department  of  Defense.  This  proposal  would  also  provide  additional 
monetary  authority  to  correct  deficiencies  in  authorization  for  projects 
authorized  under  previous  laws  totaling  $47,238,000,  of  which 
$13,630,000  is  for  the  Army;  $15,825,000  is  for  the  Navy;  and 
$17,783,000  is  for  the  Air  Force.  Therefore,  the  total  in  this  proposed 
legislation  of  new  authorization  plus  additional  monetary  authority 
for  projects  previously  authorized  amounts  to  $1,731,599,000. 

This  proposal  would  also  repeal  as  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authoriza¬ 
tions,  with  certain  exceptions,  for  military  construction  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  laws  enacted  prior  to  August  4,  1956.  This  repeal  will 
continue  in  effect  the  policy  established  in  the  fiscal  year  1956  Military 
Construction  Authorization  Act  (Public  Law  161,  84th  Cong.)  and 
continued  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  and  1958  acts,  of  repealing  long¬ 
standing  authority  that  has  not  been  exercised  by  the  military  depart¬ 
ments.  It  is  believed  that  the  continuation  of  this  policy  will  result 
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in  a  construction  program  which  will  reflect  more  accurately  the 
current  needs  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Neil  McElroy. 


The  Secretary  of  Defense, 

Washington,  May  1,  1958. 

Hon.  Sam  Rayburn, 

Speaker  oj  the  House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  forwarded  herewith  a  draft  of  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  to  provide  additional  facilities  necessary  for  the 
administration  and  training  of  units  of  the  Reserve  components  of 
the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United  States,  together  with  a  sectional 
analysis  thereof. 

This  proposal  is  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  for  1958,  and  has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget. 
The  Department  of  Defense  recommends  that  it  be  enacted  by  the 
Congress. 

PURPOSE  OF  THE  LEGISLATION 

The  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950  (Public  Law  783,  81st 
Cong.)  authorized  the  acquisition  and  construction  of  facilities  for 
the  Reserve  components  of  the  Armed  Forces,  which  authorization 
was  amended  by  Public  Law  302  of  the  84th  Congress  and  Public 
Law  85-215.  Permanent  provisions  of  the  foregoing  legislation  have 
been  codified  in  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  or  are 
included  in  pending  amendments  thereto. 

Report  No.  696,  House  of  Representatives,  85th  Congress,  1st  ses¬ 
sion,  based  on  hearings  before  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  pre¬ 
ceding  enactment  of  Public  Law  85-215,  stated  that  sufficient,  increase 
in  the  general  authorization  for  facilities  for  the  Reserve  components 
would  be  provided  for  fiscal  year  1958,  but  that  thereafter  “the 
Department  of  Defense  should  request  annual  authorizations  on  a 
line-item  basis.”  The  proposed  legislation  would  provide  such 
specific  project  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1959,  together  with 
certain  other  provisions  necessary  to  effect  the  transition  from  the 
general  authorization  heretofore  granted  by  the  Congress  to  the  line- 
item  type  required  for  future  programs. 

The  proposed  legislation  is  premised  upon  retention  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  chapter  133  of  title  1 0,  United  States  Code,  to  the  fullest  extent 
compatible  with  the  expressed  intent  of  the  Congress.  The  only  sub¬ 
stantive  amendment  of  that  chapter  would  be  the  deletion  of  the  re¬ 
quirement  for  “consultation”  with  the  Armed  Services  Committees 
with  respect  to  the  projects  to  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  and  substitution  therefor  of  a  provision  requiring  authoriza¬ 
tion  by  law  of  specific  projects,  with  certain  exceptions. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  specific  projects  for  the 
Naval  Reserve,  the  Marine  Corps  Reserve,  the  Air  Force  Reserve, 
and  the  Air  National  Guard.  Additional  authorization  is  not  re¬ 
quested  for  the  Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  inasmuch 
as  projects  heretofore  authorized  and  appropriated  for,  but  remaining 
unconstructed,  are  sufficient  in  number  to  cover  the  approved  obliga- 
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tion  program  of  construction  during  fiscal  year  1959  for  both  of  these 
Reserve  components. 

COST  AND  BUDGET  DATA 

Enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  the  appro¬ 
priation  of  funds  for  specific  line  items  in  the  amount  of  $11,892,000 
for  the  Department  of  the  Navy;  $6,272,000  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve; 
and  $11,976,000  for  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  of 
which  $8  million  is  included  in  the  President’s  budget  for  fiscal  year 
1959  for  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  an  undetermined  amount  not 
exceeding  $6,272,000  for  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  and  $9,600,000  for 
the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Donald  A.  Quarles. 

State  Summary  of  Fiscal  Year  1959  Military  Construction 
Authorization  Program  for  Active,  Reserve,  and  National 
Guard  Forces 

CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES 

Alabama _  $12,  871,  000 


Army: 

Redstone  Arsenal _  8,  529,  000 

Fort  McClellan _  174,  000 

Fort  Rucker _  2,  406,  000 

Air  Force: 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile _  975,  000 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma _  400,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Ashford _  70,  000 

Bridgeport _  70,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bates  Field,  Mobile _ , _  97,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Birmingham  Municipal  Airport _  150,  000 


Arizona _  24,  958,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Huachuca _  9,  098,  000 

Yuma  Test  Station _  173,  000 

Navy:  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma _  8,  946,  000 

Air  Force: 

Davis-  Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson _  4,  174,  000 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix _  441,  000 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler _  1,  361,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix _  655,  000 


Army  National  Guard: 

Phoenix _  65,  000 

Yuma _  45,  000 


Arkansas _  5,  422,  000 


Air  Force: 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville _  1,  654,  000 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock _  3,  463,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Berrvville _  45,  000 

Little  Rock _  260,  000 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
California - - - - -  $91,157,000 


Army :  Fort  Ord - - -  4,  733,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda _  114  000 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow _  280’  000 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton _  5  i,38’  000 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake _  ’  129’  000 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord _  2,  517’  000 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona _  ’  510’  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing _  47’  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore _  15(  823  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach _  6’  000,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island _  7’  ooo’  000 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland _  ’  14(5,’  000 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu _  13,  84l]  000 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego _  ’  206^  000 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego _  4,  19g|  000 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco _  766'  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana _  2,  158^  000 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms _  241,  000 

Air  Force: 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville _  7,  868,  000 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced _  4,  183^  000 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc _  98l|  000 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville _  536^  000 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside _  3,  344,  000 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  213,  000 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento _  1,  560,  000 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino _  658,  000 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Oxnard _  122,  000 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield _  2,  997,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Culver  City - - -  38,000 

Fontana -  105,  000 

Hollister -  105,  000 

San  Fernando _  115,  000 

San  Rafael _  115,  000 

Ventura -  115,000 

Army  Reserve: 

Salinas -  164,  000 

Stockton _  164,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos _  1,  992,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Alameda _  128,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San 

Jose _ 78,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward _  99,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port  Chicago _  94,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena _  295,  000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport _  113,  000 

Ontario  International  Airport _  127,  000 


Colorado _  1,  514,  000 


Army:  Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital _  862,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Denver _  652,  000 


Connecticut _  2,  767,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London _  2,  247,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks _  160,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  New  London _  360,  000 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Delaware _  $2,  874,  000 


Air  Force:  Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover _  2,  874,  000 


District  of  Columbia _  842,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Research  Laboratory _  192,  000 

Naval  receiving  station _  650,  000 


Florida . . . .  43,373,000 


Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field _  1,  252,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville _  74,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport _  9,  892,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field _  4,  679,  000 

Naval  outlying  field,  Whitehouse  Field _  142,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso _  10,  109,  000 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead _  1,  489,  000 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa _  3,  577,  000 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando _  5,  137,  000 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa _  2,  884,  000 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City _  3,  992,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center, 

St.  Petersburg _  26,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Gainesville _  120,  000 


Georgia _  24,  786,  000 


Army:  Fort  Benning _  3,  454,  000 

Air  Force: 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta _  172,  000 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah _  4,  493,  000 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Valdosta -  5,  432,  000 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon _  4,  362,  000 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany _  5,  474,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Atlanta _  132,  000 

Calhoun _  110,000 

Eatonton _  90,  000 

Marietta _  90,  000 

Quitman _  90,  000 

Reynolds _  90,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air 

Force  Base),  Atlanta _  480,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Travis  Field,  Savannah _  317,  000 


Idaho .  1,  295,  000 


Air  Force:  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home.  1,  039,  000 
Army  National  Guard: 

Jerome _  52,  000 

Preston _  57,  000 

Rigby . . . . . . .  57,000 

Twin  Falls _  90,  000 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION  105 

CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Illinois . . . . . . .  $4,666,000 


Army:  Rock  Island  Arsenal _  570,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes _  1,  368,’  000 

Air  Force: 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville _  423,  000 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Rantoul _  640,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Galesburg _  157|  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview _  179)  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Moline . . . . . . . .  152,000 

Air  National  Guard: 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield _  78,  000 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago _  1,  099,  000 


Indiana _  12,  236,  000 


Army:  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison _  783,  000 

Air  Force:  Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru _  7,  996,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Valparaiso _  188,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Electronics 

Facility,  Bloomington _  95,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  3,  174,  000 


Iowa _  445,  000 


Army  National  Guard: 

Camp  Dodge _  80,  000 

Camp  Dodge _  120,  000 

Storm  Lake _  95,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Electronics 

Facility,  Iowa  City _  97,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport _  53,  000 


Kansas _  9,  997,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Leavenworth _  1,  076,  000 

Fort  Riley _  1,  084,  000 

Air  Force: 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka _  2,  703,  000 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita _  2,  119,  000 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina _  2,  352,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe _  570,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Yates  Center _  93,  000 


Kentucky _  2,  292,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Campbell _  847,  000 

Fort  Knox _  516,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Middleboro _  130,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facil¬ 
ity,  Danville _  84,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Standiford  Field,  Louisville _  715,  000 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Louisiana - . -  $10,639,000 


Air  Force: 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport _  3,  355,  000 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles _  3,  401,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Camp  Beauregard _  279,  000 

Camp  Beauregard  No.  2 _ _ _ . _  325,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender),  New  Orleans _  2,  447,  000 

Communications  Facility,  New  Orleans _  210,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender),  New 

Orleans _  622,  000 


Maine _ : _  57,  014,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County _  38,  654,  000 

Air  Force: 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick _  11,  417,  000 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor _  2,  404,  000 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone _  3,  774,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Augusta _  90,  000 

Belfast _ _ 1 _  75,000 

Brunswick _  75,  000 

Gardiner _  75,  000 

Millinocket _ 75,  000 

Portland _  75,  000 

Saco _  150,000 

South  Portland _ _  150,  000 


Maryland _ _  68,  590,  000 


Army: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground _  2,  697,  000 

Army  Chemical  Center _  2,  051,  000 

Army  Map  Service _  1,  913,  000 

Fort  Detrick _  795,  000 

Fort  Meade _  498,  000 

Fort  Ritchie _  43,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 

Springs _  17,  666,  000 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis _  14,  200,  000 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda _  8,  503,  000 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak _  601,  000 

Air  Force:  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs _  18,  937,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center, 

White  Oak _  557,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs..  129,  000 


Massachusetts _  8,  099,  000 


Army:  Fort  Devens _  171,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham _  694,000 

Air  Force: 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford _  165,  000 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth _  3,  689,  000 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls _  945,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Agawam _  170,  000 

Boston _  270,  000 

Saugus _  210,  000 

South  Boston _  360,  000 

Whitman _  170,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth _  407,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Boston _  108,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Barnes  Field,  Westfield _  740,  000 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION  AUTHORIZATION 


107 


CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Michigan . . . . .  $40,236,000 


Army:  Detroit  Arsenal _ 

Air  Force: 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie _ 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette _ 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens _ 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda _ 

Army  National  Guard:  Sturgis _ 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  He _ 

Air  National  Guard: 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena _ 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek _ 

Minnesota _ _ _ 


5,  666,  000 

9,  948,  000 
10,  673,  000 
3,  579,  000 
8,  696,  000 
220,  000 
147,  000 

171,  000 
1,  136,  000 


3,  441,  000 


Air  Force:  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth _ __  2,  649,  000 

Armv  National  Guard: 

Duluth _ 37,000 

Minneapolis _  88,000 

Northwest  St.  Paul _ 130,000 

Stillwater _ .. _  37,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  BetheL  500,  000 


M ississippi _ - _ _ . _  17,  776,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian _  14,  940,  000 

Air  Force: 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  1,  939,  000 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville _  208,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Ackerman _  54,  000 

Batesville... _  54,  000 

Camp  Shelby _  165,  000 

Ocean  Springs _  54,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport 362,  000 


Missouri _  8,  456,  000 


Air  Force: 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City _  2,  799,  000 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knobnoster _  5,  185,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton.  101,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Rosecrans  Field,  St.  Joseph _  123,  000 

Army' National  Guard: 

Fredericktown _ . _  135,  000 

Jefferson  City _  113,  000 


Montana _ _ _  12,  631,  000 


Air  Force: 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow _  10,  659,  000 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls _  1,  832,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Culbertson _  73,  000 

Kalispell _  67,  000 


Nebraska _  7,  630,  000 


Air  Force: 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln _  4  250,  000 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha _  3,  265,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Wahoo _  115,  000 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Nevada _  $1,  652,  000 


Army:  Camp  Desert  Rock _  374,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon _  80,  000 

Air  Force: 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas _  358,  000 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno _  571,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hubbard  Field,  Reno _  159,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Winnemucca _  110,000 


New  Hampshire _  1,  665,  000 


Air  Force:  Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth _  940,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Concord _  375,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester _  180,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester _  170,  000 


New  Jersey _  8,  411,  000 


Army:  Fort  Dix _  3,  749,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Facility,  Cape  May _  141,  000 

Air  Force:  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown _  3,  901,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Hammonton _  175,  000 

Pitman _  175,  000 

Trenton _  80,  000 

Princeton _  175,  000 

Salem _  15,  000 


New  Mexico _  19,  291,  000 


Army:  White  Sands  Proving  Ground _  7,  931,  000 

Air  Force: 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo _  1,  650,  000 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell _  8,  431,  000 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque _  481,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Espanola _  57,  000 

Clayton _  57,  000 

Silver  City _  57,  000 

Sorocco _  57,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque. _  570,  000 


New  York _  10,  449,  000 


Army:  United  States  Military  Academy _  5,  844,  000 

Air  Force: 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome _  1,  177,  000 

Plattsburg  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburg _  208,  000 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton _  86,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Saranac  Lake _  300,  000 

Catskill _  300,  000 

Patchogue _  375,  000 

Smithtown _  300,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Batavia _  171,  000 

Canandaigua _  171,  000 

Hempstead _  536,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York _  130,  000 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls _  652,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk _  79,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Fort  Schuyler _  120,  000 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
North  Carolina - - - -  $20,  906,  000 


Army:  Fort  Bragg - - 762,000 

Navy: 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point _  11,  215,  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point _  l|  067^  000 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River _  l’  003’  000 

Air  Force:  Seymour  Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro _  4’  707’  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Shallotte. - 95,000 

Smithfield. - 98,000 

Asheville - 132,  000 

Belmont - 98,  000 

Farmville -  98,  000 

Greensboro - 357,  000 

Hendersonville _  120,  000 

Kannapolis -  109,  000 

Lasker-Woodland _  103,  000 

Laurinburg -  105,  000 

Lincolnton _  95,  000 

Nashville _  98,  000 

Rockingham _  98,  000 

Roseboro _  98,  000 

Wallace _  95,  000 

Camp  Butner _  353,  000 


North  Dakota _  7,  046,  000 


Air  Force: 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks _  4,  176,  000 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot _  2,  721,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Fargo _  149,  000 


Ohio . . . . . .  35,687,000 


Air  Force: 

Clinton  County,  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington _  11,  589,  000 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus _  11,  716,  000 

Wright- Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton _  11,  037,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Caldwell _  135,  000 

Cincinnati _  300,  000 

Greenville _  165,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Fremont _  149,  000 

St.  Marys _  149,  000 

Canton _  40,  000 

Warren _  289,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chillicothe _  100,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

Steubenville _  18,  000 


Oklahoma _  17,  887,  000 


Army:  Fort  Sill _  3,  227,  000 

Air  Force: 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus _  4,  051,  000 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton _  2,  734,  000 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City _  5,  196,  000 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid _  1,  770,  000 

Armv  Reserve: 

Durant _  141,  000 

Oklahoma  City _  443,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Davis  Field,  Muskogee -  325,  000 


28929—58 - 8 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 

Oregon _ _  $623,  000 


Air  Force:  Kingsley  Air  Force  Base,  Klamath _  229,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Portland  International  Airport _  233,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Salem _ _ _  161,000 


Pennsylvania _ . _  7,418,000 


Army:  Carlisle  Barracks _  374,  000 

Air  Force: 

Olmstead  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown _  6,  169,  000 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta _  94,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Bethlehem _ 45,  000 

Carlisle _ . _  45,  000 

Chester _  206,  000 

Ligonier _  45,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Johnstown _  99,  000 

St.  Marys _  149,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove.  99,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove _  93,  000 


Rhode  Island _  4,  405,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Station,  Newport _  1,  709,  000 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport _ _  2,  210,  000 

Naval  War  College,  Newport _  273,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence..  213,  000 


South  Carolina _ . _  8,  960,  000 


Navy: 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort _  4,  352,  000 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island _  462,  000 

Air  Force: 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville _  78,  000 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach _  1,  650,  000 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter _  1,  339,  000 

Armv  National  Guard: 

Belton _ _ _  122,000 

Whitmire _  99,  000 

Chesterfield _  99,  000 

Batesburg _  99,  000 

Clover _  99,  000 

Johnson _ „ _  99,  000 

Pacolet  Mills _  99,  000 

St.  George _  99,  000 

Lake  City _  99,  000 

Columbia _  80,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Greenwood _  85,  000 


South  Dakota _  3,  081,  000 


Air  Force:  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City _  2,  931,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Salem _  150,  000 
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T ennessee - - - - -  $4,  309,  000 


Air  Force: 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis _  1  464  000 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna _  '  59l|  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Camden -  91(  000 

Crossville -  91,  000 

Dayton - 91,000 

Franklin - 91,000 

Harriman -  91(  000 

Kingsport -  165,  000 

Livingston - 91,  000 

New  Bern -  91,  000 

Oak  Ridge - -  142,  000 

Persons -  91,000 

South  Pittsburg _  91,  000 

Waverly _  91,  000 

W ay nesboro _  91,  000 

Nashville _  493,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 

Center,  Memphis _  453,  000 


Texas _  55,  541,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Bliss _  13,  734,  000 

Fort  Hood _ _  4,  258,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville _  1,  041,  000 

Air  Force: 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo _  979,  000 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin _  1,  584,  000 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso _  5,  080,  000 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  13,  805,  000 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth _  2,  257,  000 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene _  1,  346,  000 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco _  750,  000 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  157,  000 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio _  897,  000 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman _  319,  000 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio _  245,  000 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls _  2,  051,  000 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring _  3,  081,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Amarillo _ _  231,  000 

Belton _  86,  000 

Cuero. _  93,  000 

Dallas _  154,  000 

Edna _ ___ _  93,  000 

El  Campo _  104,  000 

Gainesville _  111,  000 

Honey  Grove _  90,  000 

Houston  No.  1 _  323,  000 

Houston  No.  2 _  264,  000 

Texarkana _  153,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Sinton _  134,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas _  259,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie _  1,  862,  000 


Utah _ _ _  1,  981,  000 


Air  Force:  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden -  1,  746,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Salt  Lake  City -  235,  000 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Vermont _  $1,  335,  000 


Air  Force:  Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski _  990,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Swanton _  137,  000 

Burlington _  208,  000 


Virginia _  20,  0S0,  000 


Army: 

Fort  Lee _  4,  630,  000 

Fort  Eustis _  3,  634,  000 

Navy: 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren _  44,  000 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia 

Beach _  1,  184,  000 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress _  142,  000 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk _  4,  643,  000 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk _  2,  546,  000 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk _  128,  000 

Marine  Corps  School,  Quantico _  168,  000 

Air  Force:  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton _  1,  371,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Berry ville _  135,  000 

Norfolk _  441,  000 

Pulaski _  135,  000 

Richmond _  441,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 

Center,  Lynchburg _  388,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Byrd  Field,  Richmond _  50,  000 


Washington _  11,  479,  000 


Army:  Fort  Lewis _  1,  085,  000 

Navy:  Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor _  86,  000 

Air  Force: 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane _  4,  094,  000 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake _  3,  795,  000 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma _  935,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve: 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia _  81,  000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  (Turn- 

water)  _  47, 000 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima _  48,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Geiger  Field,  Spokane _  1,  308,  000 


West  Virginia _  1,  674,  000 


Army  National  Guard: 

Beckley _  200,  000 

Clarksburg _  189,  000 

Gassaway _  189,  000 

Iveyser _  157,  000 

Logan _  189,  000 

Weston _  189,  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Beckley _  289,  000 

Weirton _  149,  000- 

Air  National  Guard:  Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Mar- 

tinsburg _  123,  000i 
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CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . .  $17,903,000 


Air  Force: 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville _  15,  552,  000 

Truax  Field,  Madison _  ’  795^  000 

Army  Reserve: 

Beloit . . . . . . .  157,000 

Kewaunee. . . . . .  157,  000 

Madison -  490,  000 

Air  Force  Reserve:  General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee _  173,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas _  579^  000 


Wyoming. . . . . . .  433,  000 


Army  National  Guard: 

Lovell -  142,  000 

Cody -  142,  000 

Army  Reserve:  Cheyenne _ _ 149,000 


Various  locations  (Zone  of  Interior) _  177,  699,  000 


Army - - -  6,  584,  000 

Air  Force _  170,  396,  000 

Air  National  Guard _  300,  000 

Army  Reserve _  419,  000 


Classified  (Zone  of  Interior) _  484,  495,  000 


Army _  123,  199,  000 

Navy _  73,  796,  000 

Air  Force _  287,  500,  000 


OUTSIDE  CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES 
Alaska _  3,  158,  000 


Army:  Fairbanks _  7,  000 

Air  Force: 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base _  380,  000 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base _  710,  000 

King  Salmon  Airport _  340,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Anchorage _  192,  000 

Bethel _  480,  000 

Fairbanks _  277,  000 

Juneau _  450,  000 

Ketchikan _  277,  000 

Sitka... _ _  45,000 


Bermuda _  683,  000 


Navy:  Naval  station _  683,  000 


Canal  Zone.. . . . . .  1,540,000 


Air  Force:  Howard  Air  Force  Base _  1,  540,  000 


Cuba _  890,  000 


Navy:  Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay _  890,  000 


Eritrea _  1»  180,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Communication  Unit’No.  3 -  1,  180,  000 
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OUTSIDE  CONTINENTAL  UNITED  STATES— Continued 
Hawaii _  $5,  992,  000 


Army: 

Kawaihae  Harbor _  240,  000 

Schofield  Barracks _  593,  000 

FortShafter _ _ _  2,925,000 

Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island _  1,  271,  000 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor _  159,  000 

Air  Force:  Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu _  144,  000 

Naval  and  Marine  Reserve:  Naval  and  Marine  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center,  Honolulu _  515,  000 

Army  National  Guard:  Kealakekua _  145,  000 


Mariana  Islands _  8,  982,  000 


Navy: 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana _  4,  414,  000 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam _  3,  060,  000 

Air  Force:  Andersen  Air  Force  Base _  1,  508,  000 


Midway _  839,  000 


Air  Force:  Naval  Station,  Midway  Island _  839,  000 


Morocco _  519,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey _  519,  000 


North  Ireland _  219,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry _  219,  000 


Okinawa _  165,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha _  165,  000 


Puerto  Rico _  4,  735,  000 


Navy:  Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads _  3,  824,  000 

Air  Force:  Ramey  Air  Force  Base _  643,  000 

Army  National  Guard: 

Juncos _  38,  000 

Mavaguez _  160,  000 

Air  National  Guard:  San  Juan  International  Airport,  San 
Juan _  70,  000 


Various  locations,  overseas _ _ _  122,  517,  000 


Army — - -  4,967,000 

Air  Force _  117,550,000 


Classified  locations,  overseas _  79,  427,  000 


Army -  77,  922,  000 

Navy - -  1,  505,  000 


Locations  not  specified _  80,  000,  000 


Army _ 25,  000,  000 

Navy - 25,  000,  000 

Air  Force _  25,  000,  000 

Department  of  Defense _  233,  401,  000 


APPENDIX 


Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 

United  States  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Submitted  herewith  are  lists  of  Reserve  Forces  facili¬ 
ties  projects  indicating  the  carryover  authorization  which  would  be  provided 
under  section  4  of  S.  3863,  presently  under  consideration  by  your  committee. 
Consultation  with  your  committee  has  previously  been  effected  or  is  pending 
on  all  listed  projects,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  chapter  133,  title  10, 
United  States  Code. 

The  inclosures  include  a  summary  for  each  Reserve  component  involved, 
showing  the  total  estimated  dollar  amount  of  the  carryover  authorization  based 
on  the  obligations  as  estimated  by  the  respective  military  departments  for  the 
entire  fiscal  year  1958.  The  actual  amount  of  the  carryover  would,  of  course, 
be  determined  by  the  actual  obligation  level  attained  as  of  June  30,  1958. 

Attention  is  invited  to  the  fact  that  a  reasonable  amount  of  flexibility  is  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  Army  Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard,  as  requested  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army ;  while  an  additional  number  of  projects  are  listed, 
the  actual  net  carryover  authorization  would  not  exceed  the  June  30,  1958 
unobligated  balance  of  funds  heretofore  appropriated,  as  provided  in  section  4 
of  the  proposed  legislation. 

Additional  copies  of  the  lists  can  be  provided  if  desired  by  the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Floyd  S.  Bryant. 


RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES  SUMMARY  SHEET 

Fiscal  year  1958  and  carryover  project  authorization  subject  to  provisions  of 

II.  R.  12369  and  S.  3863 


Army 

National 

Guard 

Army 

Reserve, 

Naval  and 
Marine  Corps 
Reserve 

Air  Force 
Reserve 

Total  estimated  cost  (Federal)  of  listed  projects. 

$39, 589, 456 
7, 208, 288 
32,381. 168 
14,  645,  456 
17, 735, 712 

$62,  553, 679 
11,858,546 
50, 695, 133 
19, 707, 679 

$24,841,449 

9 

$22, 575, 356 
0 

>  24,841,449 

22. 575, 356 

13, 000, 000 

7. 501,356 

Estimated  carrvover  authorization _ 

30, 987, 4.54 

i  11,841,449 

15,074,000 

1  Does  not  include  $883,162  of  unobligated  prior  year  appropriations  for  which  specific  project  authorization 
is  contained  in  H.  R.  12369  and  S.  3863. 
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ARMY  NATIONAL  GUARD 

KEY  TO  TYPE  OF  CONSTRUCTION 


A— Addition 
A  N  O  L — A  ncillary 
BN — Battalion 

CFMS— Combined  field  maintenance  shop 

CON  V — Conversion 

E  X  P — E  xpansion 

MCAS— Marine  Corps  air  station 

MCRTC — Marine  Corps  Reserve  training  center 

MVSB— Motor  vehicle  storage  building 

NAS— Naval  air  station 

N&MCRTC— Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve 
training  center 

NREF— Naval  Reserve  electronics  facility 
NRTO— Naval  Reserve  training  center 


N&ARTC — Naval  and  Army  Reserve  training  cen¬ 
ter 

O MS— Organizational  maintenance  shop 
P— Plus 

PLAT — Platoon 
R  E  H — Rehabilitation 
SH — Shop  hangar 
TKSS— Tank  storage  shed 
TN  G— Training 
U— Unit 

USP&FO  OFF— United  States  property  and  fiscal 
officer,  office 

UTIL — Utilities 
WH — Warehouse 


Fiscal  year  1958  and  carryover  project  authorization  subject  to  provisions  of 

H.  R.  12369  and  S.  3863 


ARMORY 


Location 

Type 

Obligations 
as  of 
Apr.  30, 
1958 

Planned 
obligations, 
June  30, 
1958 

Carryover 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

Alabama: 

Birmingham  (Med). . . 

1-U-P  &  MVSB... . 

$160,000 

70,000 

1-U.... . 

1-U _ _ 

$67, 813 
68,313 
67, 000 

Springy  ille . . . . . . . 

1-U . . . 

l-u.— . . 

Alaska: 

Anchorage . . . __ 

1-U  &  MVSB . . 

450,000 

Alakanuk _ _ _ 

Special . . 

20, 000 
20, 000 
20, 000 
20,000 
20,000 
20, 000 
20,000 
20,000 
20, 000 

Dillingham . . . . . . . 

Special _ 

Special _ _ _ 

Special, _ _ _ 

Special _ _ 

Norvik _ _ _ _ 

Special.. _ _ 

Selawik _ 

Special . . . . 

Shungnak _ _ __ _ _ _ 

Special _ _ _ 

Special _ _ _ 

840,000 

Kodiak . . . _. . 

l-U-(Plat) _ 

154, 864 

Nome . . . . 

1-U-P  &  MVSB . 

480, 000 

120,000 

75,000 

120,000 

120,000 

75,000 

45,000 

17,000 

Arizona: 

Casa  Grande _ _ 

1-U _ . 

Douglas _ _ 

1-U  &  MVSB . . 

Safford . . . . . 

1-U _ _ 

Warren _ _ 

1-U  &  MVSB . 

Winslow . . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB . 

Arkansas: 

De  Witt . . . . . . 

1-U . . . 

Harrison . . 

2-U-Exp . . 

North  Little  Rock _ . _ _ 

6-U-P.I . . . 

300, 000 

Ozark . . . 

1-U-P... 

$43,000 

Warren . . . . . . 

1-U.. . 

43,500 

California: 

Anaheim-Fullerton _  ._ 

1-U . . . 

106,000 

91,000 

129,000 

Petaluma _ 

1-U _ _ 

Riverside _ _ 

2-U-P _ 

Victorville . . . . . 

1-U  .. 

92, 000 
91,000 

45,000 

Watsonville . . . . . . 

1-U . . . 

* 

Colorado: 

Colorado  Springs . . . ... 

1-U-Exp . 

Fort  Collins....- . . . . . 

2-u-p. : . . 

132,000 

Grand  Junction _ _ _ 

2-U-P _ 

92, 836 

Greeley . . . . . 

1-U-P  &  MVSB 

132,000 

113,000 

La  Junta . . 

1-U-P.. 

Connecticut:  Naugatuck _ _ _ 

1-U _ _ _ 

123, 012 

Florida: 

Lake  City _ 

1-U-P  &  MVSB . 

97,000 

97,000 

Live  Oak . . . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB . - 

Miami...  . 

4-U-Exp..  .  . . . 

60,000 

3-U-P  &  MVSB 

140, 640 

Tampa . . . . 

6-U-Exp  &  MVSB . 

36,000 
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Fiscal  year  1958  and  carryover  project  authorization  subject  to  provisions  of 
H.  R.  12S69  and  8.  3863 — Continued 


ARMORY — Continued 


1 

Location 

Type 

Obligations 
as  of 
Apr.  30, 
1958 

Planned 
obligations, 
June  30, 
1958 

Carryover 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

Georgia: 

Canton.. . . 

1-U . . 

$90,000 

* 

Gainesville . .  .. 

1-U._ . . . 

$90,000 

Lyons . . 

1-U.- . 

90,000 
147, 000 

Macon _ _ _ 

1-U-P . 

Do . . 

3-U-P _ 

221,000 

Montezuma . . . .  . 

1-U _ 

67, 369 

Savannah . . . 

8-U-P . . . 

600,000 

195.000 
48,000 
275, 000 
48,000 

Hawaii:  • 

Hilo _ _ _ _ _ 

4-U-P . . . 

Do _ _ _ 

5-U-Exp . . . 

Honolulu . . . . . •_ _ 

4-U-P . . . 

Lihue . . . . 

1-U-Exp _ 

Idaho: 

Bonners  Ferry . 

1-U-P  &  MVSB _ 

$65,  549 

Emmett . . . . 

1-U-P _ _ 

65,000 

Gooding . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB . 

65,000 

Grangeville _ 

1-U  &  MVSB _ 

60,143 

Idaho  Falls _ _ _ _ 

2-U-P  &  MVSB . . 

105, 000 
60,000 

Lewiston . . . 

2-U-Exp . . . 

Indiana: 

Anderson _ _ 

2-U-P . .  .  .  _ 

188,000 
232, 000 

Bloomington . . . . . 

2-U-P _ _ _ 

Iowa: 

Glenwood . . . 

1-U _ _ 

115, 000 
115,000 

Le  Mars _ _ _ _ _ 

1-U _ 

Ottumwa _ _ 

2-U _ _ 

131, 010 

Sheldon . . . . . 

1-U . 

115, 000 

80,000 

Kansas: 

Colby . . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB . 

Mankato . . . . . .  ._ 

1-U . . . 

77,080 

Kentucky: 

Ashland _ _ _ _ _ 

„ 

8,000 
12,000 
12,000 
102, 000 
2,000 
97, 000 
2,000 
9,000 

Barbourville _ _ _ 

1-U-P- C  on  v _ 

Bowling  Green . . 

l-U-P-Conv _ 

Carrollton _ _ 

1-U _ _ _ 

Henderson _ 

Jackson _ _ 

1-U _ _ 

Livermore _ _ 

1-U-Conv _ _ 

London _ _ _ _ 

1-U-Conv _  _ 

Olive  Hill . . . . . 

1-U _ _ _ _ 

102,000 

Paducah _ 

18,000 
1,000 
3,000 
11,000 
12, 000 
19, 000 
132, 000 
3,000 

150,000 

75,000 

Ravenna _ 

Richmond _ 

2-U-P- C  on  v _ 

Russellville _ _ 

1-U-Conv _ _ 

Somerset _ 

St.  Matthews _ 

2-U-P-Conv _ 

Tompkinsville.: _ 

1-U... . 

Williamsburg _ 

1-U-Conv _ 

Maine: 

Bangor _ 

2-U-Exp  &  MVSB 

Bath...  . . . 

1-U-Exp  &  MVSB 

Maryland:  Cumberland _  .. 

1-U-P... 

185,000 

Massachusetts: 

Bridgewater _ a _ _ _ 

1-U  . 

200,000 

Cambridge _ 

3-U-P _ _ 

259, 671 
216,  595 

Framingham _ 

2-U-P 

Leominster _ 

1  — TT 

200,000 

Northbridge _ 

1-U-P... 

173, 408 

Southbridge _ 

1-U... 

200,000 

Michigan: 

Albion _ 

1-U  A  MVSB . 

186, 479 

Big  Rapids _ 

MVSB 

6,719 

Sault  St.  Marie _ 

1-U  &  MVSB _ _ 

225, 000 

Minnesota: 

East  St.  Paul... 

1-U  &  MVSB... 

110,000 

Redwood  Falls _ 

1-U-Reh___ 

5,000 
255, 000 

St.  Cloud _ _ _ 

2-U-P  &  MVSB . . 

West  St.  Paul  .  . 

1-U  &  MVSB . 

110,000 

White  Bear  Lake _ 

l-U-Reh . . 

5,000 

54,000 

Mississippi: 

1-U  . 

Clarksdale _ 

1-U . . 

49, 770 

2  U  P  Exp _ 

86,000 

9-TT-P 

78,038 

1-U . 

54,000 

54,000 

Iuka . 

1-U . 
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Location 

Type 

Obligations 
as  of 
Apr.  30, 
1958 

Planned 
obligations, 
June  30, 
1958 

Carryover 

authorizttr 

tlon 

Mississippi  •  Continued 

2-U-P . . . . 

$86, 158 
50,974 

l-u _ r  . . 

2-U. . . . 

$76, 000 

1-U . . . 

52,033 

l-u . . 

54,000 

115,000 

115,000 

115,000 

Missouri: 

l-u . . 

l-u... 

Lexington _ _ _ 

1-0 _ . 

l-u . . 

$116,000 

Montana: 

l-u. . 

64,000 

04,000 

63,000 

63,000 

450,000 

101,000 

Dillon . . . . . 

l-u _ 

Hamilton _ _  _ _ ... 

l-u . 

Whitefish . . . J . . . . 

l-u . . . 

Nebraska:  Omaha . . 

5_u-P__ 

Nevada: 

Ely... . . . . . 

l-U . . . 

Yerington . . . . . 

l-U... 

103,  735 

213,000 

New  Hampshire: 

Keene . . . 

2-U-P . 

Nashua . . . _ . 

2-U-P . 

171, 121 

New  Jersey: 

Cape  May  Court  House, . __ 

2-U-P . 

250, 000 
74,000 

Delaware  Township. . . 

1-U-P-Exp _ _ 

Long  Branch . 1 . . 

2-U-P...  ' . . 

212, 000 

Woodbridge . . 

3-U . 

338, 000 

94,000 

94,000 

New  Mexico: 

Artesia . . . . . 

1-U . 

Clovis . . . 

1-U . 

Fjirmington _ 

1-U-. . . 

50,  867 
56. 995 

Hobbs.  . 

1-U _ 

Las  Cruces .  . . 

2-U . . 

130,000 
94, 000 
200,000 

55,  000 
60, 000 

Portales . . . 

1-U 

Roswell . .  ... 

3-U-P.  _ _ _ 

New  York: 

Amsterdam . . . . 

Coming... . . . . 

Conv__ . 

Dunkirk _ 

71,000 

Freeport . . . 

3-u-p. : . . 

400, 000 

Geneva .  ... 

Conv _ _ _ 

54,000 

45,000 

Glens  Falls . __ 

Qloversville...  . . .  .  . 

39,000 

Homell . .  . . 

Conv . . . 

35, 000 
52,000 

Hudson . 

Conv. . . 

Huntington . . 

2-U  &  MVSB... 

342, 529 

Jamestown . ... 

Conv _ 

84. 000 
56. 000 
43, 000 
45, 000 

Malone . 

Medina.  1 . . 

Conv _ 

Ogdonsburg _ _ _ 

Conv _ 

Otean... . 

Conv _ _ _ 

46,000 

Oneonta _ _ _ _ _ 

Conv _ _ 

45, 000 

Orangeburg  (Nyack) .  . . 

2-U-P _ 

300.000 
52,  000 
90,000 

Oswego . . . . 

Conv . . . . 

Schenectady . .  . 

Conv . 

Ticonderoga .  . . 

Conv . . . . 

45,000 

Troy... . . . . . 

Conv _ 

47, 000 
40,000 

105.000 

Whitehall _  .  _ _ 

Conv _ 

North  Carolina: 

Benson . . . 

1-U . 

Durham . . . .' _ 

3-U-P 

162,842 

Elizabeth  Citv.. .  .  . 

1-U... 

105,000 
105, 000 
105,000 
105,000 
105, 000 

Mooresville... . 

1-U  . 

Mount  Olive. . .  .  . 

1-U... 

Roxboro . . . 

1-U  . 

Siler  City . . . 

IrU . . 

Statesville . 

1-U . 

83, 000 

Windsor . . 

1-U . 

105, 000 

212, 000 
142,000 
1.53,000 
126,000 
153.000 

North  Dakota; 

Bismarck . . .  . . 

2-U-P  . . 

Fargo . . . 

1-U-P _ 

Jamestown . . . . . 

1-U-P... 

M  andan . ■ . 

1-U-P-Reh.. 

Mott . . . . 

1-U . . . 
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ARMORY — Continued 


Location 

Typo 

Obligations 
as  of 
Apr.  30, 
1958 

Planned 
obligations, 
June  30, 
1958 

Carryover  1 
authorlza-  1 
tlon 

Ohio: 

Columbus  (north  end) . . 

3-U-P . . . 

$226,908 

Logan . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB . . 

$165,000 

Massilon. . . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB . 

150,000 

Sandusky . . . 

1-U-P  &  MVSB . 

160,000 

126,000 

160,000 

Oregon:  • 

Oswego . . . . . _  _  _ 

1-U . 

Salem . . 

2-U _ _ _ 

Pennsylvania: 

Allentown . . 

2-U-P-Reli . 

150.000 

Hanover . . . _ . 

1-U  &  MVSB _ 

$153, 400 

Kutztown..  . . . . . . . 

1-U . . 

171,000 

206,000 

Lebanon.’.  - . . . . . 

2-U . 

Sharon . . . 

1-U _ 

150,000 

206,000 

Tamaqua . .  . 

2-U . . . 

West  Pittston . . 

1-U . . . 

157, 807 

Puerto  Rico: 

AiboDito . . . . . 

1-U.. . . . 

75,000 

150,000 

Bayamon . - . . 

3-U. . . . 

Caguas . . . . 

2-U . . 

59, 556 

Humacao. . __  . . 

2-U _ _ 

71,000 

160,000 

76,000 

150,00 

Ponce . . 

2-U-P . ...-. _ 

■Sabana  Grande . . . 

1-U . . . . 

San  German . . . .  .. 

2-U . . . 

Yauco . .  . 

1-U.... . 

36, 774 

South  Carolina: 

AIlend:ile . .  . 

1-U . . 

99,000 

Bamberg . .  .  . . 

1-U _ _ 

99,000 

Conway .  . 

1-U. . . . 

99,000 

99,000 

99,000 

Inman _ _ 

1-U _ 

Jonesvillo . . . . . 

1-U.. 

Manning . . . . .  ...  .. 

1-U _ _ _ _ _ 

99,000 

McCormick . . . 

1-U _ _ _ 

99,000 

Rid  gel  and _ _ 

1-U. 

90,360 

Saluda . . . . 

1-U . . 

99,000 

Summerville .  __ . . 

1-U . 

90,555 

South  Dakota: 

Lead . . . . _ . 

1-U _ 

137,000 

Madison _ _ _  _ 

2-U-P  &  MVSB . 

205,000 

Miller  . . . . . 

1-U  &  MVSB... 

148,000 

172,000 

164,632 

Mitchell . .  _ 

2-U-P  ... 

Sioux  Falls . 

I-U-P 

Sprinefield _ 

1-U  A  MVSB  ... 

188,000 

Tennessee: 

Bristol . . . .  .  ...  .. 

2-U. . . . 

127, 706 
81,000 
295,458 

Covington _  _ 

1-U _ 

Knoxville . .  . . . 

5-U-P _ 

Milan  _  __ . ^ _ _ _ 

1-U  . 

91,000 

365,000 

91,000 

117,000 

113,000 

120,000 

113,000 

113,000 

Nashville . . . . . .  ..  . 

5-U-P _ 

Smlthvflle _ _ _ 

1-U . 

*Texas: 

1-U . . 

Brownfield . ...  . 

J-U._._ . 

Cameron _ _ _ _ 

1-U . 

Clifton . .  . 

1-U... 

l-u_- 

2-U-P. .. 

86,000 

2-U-P . . . 

188,000 

84,000 

99,000 

153,000 

1-U . . 

1-U  .. 

1-U 

2-U . 

82,000 

74,000 

l-U-P. . . 

1-U-P.. 

92,556 

2-U-P...  . 

150,000 

111,000 

i  u-r _ _ _ 

1-U 

76,263 

1-U-P  . 

133,000 

113,000 

l-u  . . . 

3-U-P  &  MVSB _ 

185,384 

169, 000 

Vermont: 

1-U . 

1  U  . . . . 

109,000 

1-U 

122, 040 

Windsor . r. 

1-U . . 

169,666 
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Location 

Type 

Obligations 
as  of 
Apr.  30, 
1958 

Planned 
obligations, 
June  30, 
1958 

Carryover 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

Virginia: 

1-U_- . . 

$154,000 

154,000- 

165,000- 

1-U__ . . 

1-U-P . . 

1-U-P . . 

$135,  600 
170,000 

2-U-P _ 

1-U-Exp _ 

45,000 

Washington: 

1-U-Exp . . . . 

60,000 

l-U _ ‘  . . 

$121,418 

Pasco _ 

MVSB . . 

40,000 

60,000 

18,000 

18,000 

5,000 

26,000 

1-U-Exp _ 

MVSB  . . 

MVSB _ _ _ 

MVSB . . . . 

MVSB _ _ 

West  Virginia: 

1-U-P _ 

200,000- 

1-U-P _ 

184, 480 

2-U-P  &  MVSB _ 

250,000 

60,000- 

l-U  &  MVSB . . 

174, 745 

Ronceverte _ _ _ 

Conv _ 

54,000 

180,000 

Salem _ 

1-U-P. . . . 

.  Williamson _ 

l-U  &  MVSB _ 

149, 019 

Wisconsin: 

La  Crosse _ _ _ 

l-U _ _ _ 

160,000 

235,000- 

2-U-P . . . 

l-TT 

123, 660 

l-U . . . . 

132, 365 

1-U-P _ _ 

160,000 

Wyoming: 

2-U-P  &  MVSB _ 

187, 745 

l-U . . 

135, 000 

Total . 

2, 979, 466 

9, 152,028 

19, 614, 000- 

NONARMORY — Continued 


Alabama:  Dannelly  Field  (Montgomery). 

SH . . . . . 

$95, 420 

USP&FO  Off . . 

$71,000 

97,000 

California: 

Los  Angeles  (Van  Nuys) . . 

SH  . . 

SHA . . . 

49,000 
64, 000 

SH . . . 

CFMS _ 

167, 000 
221,000 
580,  000 
63,000 

CFMS.. . . 

Do  .  _ _ _ _ 

TNG 

CFMS... _ _ 

SH.. _ _ 

$61, 169 

Indiana:  Indianapolis  (Stout  Field) _ 

OMR  _ _ 

72,000 

90,000 

Kentucky: 

Capitol  City  Airport  (Frankfort) . 

SH  . . . . . 

Frankfort. ___* . . . . 

USP&FO  Off _ 

43,000 

WH . . 

270,  OOC 

Maine:  Camp  Keyes  (Augusta) . 

CFMS— . . 

216, 910 

Massachusetts: 

OMS _ _ _ 

48,000 

Fitchburg _ 

SII _ 

183. 000 

Fort  Devens  (Ayer) _ _ _ 

CFMS . . . 

400,000 

Natick _ _ I _ 

WHA . . 

197, 296 

New  Bedford _ _ _ _ _ 

OMS . . . 

39,000 

Worcester _ _ _ 

OMS _ _ 

49, 000 

Michigan: 

Camp  Grayling _ _ 

OMS _ ... 

57,  000 

TNG  (1  Bn) _ 

290,  000 

SH 

170,  000 

Mississippi:  Camp  Shelby . .  ... 

TNG  (2  Bn) . . 

580,  000 

Montana:  Helena  (municipal  airport).... 

SH....' _ _ _ 

90,000 

Nebraska:  Lincoln. _ _ * _ 

WH&USP&FO  Off _ 

175, 227 

Nevada: 

Carson  City _ _ 

CFMS . 

168, 910 

Do . . 

USP&FO  Off  . 

66,000 

New  Hampshire:  Concord . . . . 

SH . . 

100, 503 
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Location 

Type 

Obligations 
as  of 
Apr.  30, 
1958 

Planned 
obligations, 
June  30, 
1958 

Carryover 

authoriza¬ 

tion 

New  Jersey: 

Camp  Drum,  N.  Y.,  for  New  Jersey- 
Do  . - . . 

TKSS  (2) _ _ _ 

$120, 000 

CFMS _ _ 

$308,000 

49,000 

90,000 

33,000 

40,000 

OMS... . . 

SH . . . 

Orange _ _ _ 

OMS . . 

USP&FO  Off _ 

CFMS  (Util) _ 

75,000 

236,000 

TDn  •_  T  _ 

CFMS  (And) _ _ 

CFMS- . . 

249,000 

427,000 

43,000 

57,000 

CFMS . . . . 

North  Dakota: 

USP&FO  Off _ 

•  Do . . . . 

SH . 

Oklahoma: 

WH _ _ 

38, 704 

SH . . . . . 

86,000 

CFMS— . 

148,000 

265,000 

Rhode  Island:  Smithfield.. . 

CFMS . . 

South  Carolina:  Columbia. . . . . 

USP&FO  Off. . 

52,000 

South  Dakota:  Rapid  City  . . . . 

SH- . . 

$46, 328 
42, 217 

Vermont:  Burlington  (Camp  Johnson) ... 
Virginia:  Byrd  Field  (Richmond) _ 

SH- . 

SH . 

75, 149 

West  Virginia: 

USP&FO  Off- . - 

48,000 

158,000 

46,000 

Do . . 

WH— . . . 

Clarksburg . . . . . . 

OMS _ 

SH . 

65,991 

Wisconsin: 

OMS . . 

40,000 

52,000 

Hayward . „ . . . . 

OMS . . . 

SH. . . . - 

133, 138 

Wausau _ 

OMS. . . 

40,000 

Total _ _ _ 

366, 624 

2,147,338 

5,330,000 

o 


85th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


Calendar  No.  2028 

H.  R.  13015 

[Report  No.  1982] 


IN  T1IE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  11  (legislative  day,  July  10),  1958 
Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 

July  28, 1958 

Reported  by  Mr.  Stknnis,  with  an  amendment 
[Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 


To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and 

for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tires  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  TI-T-LE  I 

4  Sect  404t  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  estahbsh 

HR  /I  ATI  111  1 1 1 1  O  Vtt  1 1  >  ejf  Hi  ]  1  il  1 1 1  >1  i  11  /]  f  All  if  i  AC!  1  yi'r  Q  Af  mj  vi  rv 

t/  v'l  vL  L  \  Civ  M )  illiiilct  r  A  llld?UlllU  lIUllp  (TTTvT  iMcllltlClb  Try  UUl 

6pon alvn pti n  ry*  r‘AHATc rf i n  o*  i*/ v]  \  >>  1\ i li f  <ii I i i i n*  /tv  i  n  of  1 1 1 1 )  novn > *i 
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7  ncnt  or  temporary  public  works,  including  she 
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appurtcnanees7  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects-: 

Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVIOES  FACILITIES 

-Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland :  Tr-oep  housing,- 
and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan-:  Administrative  facilities, 

» 

$§7666, -000r 

-Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  -Administrative  facilities,- 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8j5^0,000r 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois-:-  Operational  and  training 
facilities,-  $57-OtOOO.- 


WMtc  Sands  Missile 


-New  Mexico:  Operational 


and  training  faeditiesj  researeh,-  development  and  test  faeili- 
tiesj  medical  facilities,  troop  housings  and  community 
facilities?  $7,93-1,000. 

■  (Quartermaster  Corps) 

Port  Reey  -Virginia :  Operational  and  training  facilities, - 
and  troop  housing,  $47630,000. 

-(Chemical  Corps-) - 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $3,051,000. 

Port  Betriek7  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $795,000. 
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-(Signal  Corps)  ■ 

Eort  Huaehneaj  Arizona :  Maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search  development,  and  test  facilities,  administrative  fa- 
eilities,  troop  Loosing,  operational  and  training  facilities,  and 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Scrviecy  Maryland  :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $1,9137000. 

-(Transportation  Corps) 

Eert  Eustis,-  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  faeiL- 
tiesy  administrative  faeilitiesy  troop  housing7  and  atiliiics7 
$3,631,009, 

-(Medical  Corps)- 

Eilzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado-,  Troop  housing, 
$862,009. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(Eirst  Army  A-roa)- 

Eort  Oevensy  Massachusetts-,  Operational  and  training 
faeditiesj  $T747000, 

Eort  Envr  Jerseys  Troop  housing  and  utilities? 
$3, 749, 000; 
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-f$eeend  Army  A-rea)- 

Garlisle  Barraeksy  Pennsylvania:-  Hospital  facilities, - 
family  housing  ami  real  estatey  -SA^PiyOOOr 

Part  Enos,  Kentucky-:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  yand  utilities,  $516,000. 

Pert  Meadcy  Maryland?  Operational  ana  training  faeih- 
tiesy  $4-98y000-.- 

Pert  Ritehicy  Maryland :  Supply 

-(-Fhird  Army  Area)- 


Pert  Bcnningy 


and  training  faeki- 


and  training 


tiesy  maintenance  facilities,  treep  housing,  and  family  keus- 

Pert  -Braggy  Earth  Carolina : 
facilities,  and 

Pert  Campbell,  Kcntuek}- :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  faekitiesy  medical  facilities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  faeilitiesy  $817,000. 

facilitiesy  and  hospital  faekitiesy  $3y5O5,00Q? 

Pert  -Rucker,  Alabama :  Operational  and  training  faeki- 
tiesy  administrative  facilities,  treep  hensing,-  and  atkitiesy 

y  -Lv7  U  ?  \J\J\J  • 
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(fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bhss?  -T oxas-7  Operational  and  training  facilities; 

facilities,  troop  housing?  and  utilities-,-  $43,734,- 

OOOv 

Fort  Hood?  Texas :  Operational  end  training  faeilitics, 
maintenance  facilities,-  supply  facilities?  administratAe  faedi- 
tiefrr  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4?2h870OO7 

Fort  SHI?  Oklahoma:  Operalioual  and  training  laeilitics, 
niaintenanee  facilities?  adnilnistrative  faeilitics,  and  utilities? 
$3t22-7?0OA 

(Fifth  Army  -Arca-)- 

Fert  Benjamin  Harrison-, ■  Indiana :  Troop  housing;  and 
family  housing,-  $7837000. 

Fort  Leavenworth?  -Kansas :  Operational  and  training 

Fort  Filey,  Kansas-:  Operational  and  training  faeilitics, 
and  utilities?  $4?Q84?0007 

-(Sixth  Army  Area)  ■ 

-Bay wood  Bark,  California-:  Feel  estate?  $444?OOOt 
Camp  Desert  Koeh?  Kcvadau  Maintenance  facilities,- 
troop  housing,  and  utilities?  $2, 892, 000.- 


Fort  Lewis, 


and  training 


faeh-ities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
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4Ant  0*4;  CaliforAr  Operational  and  training  -facilities? 
maintenanee  facilities,-  supply  facilities,-  troop  housing?  com¬ 
munity  facilities-,-  and  utilities?  $4,7113,0007 

Yuma  Test  Station?  Arizona?  Operational  and  training 
facilities?  $17-3?OOQt 

(Military  Academy) 

United  Stales  Military  Academy?  -West  Point?  Mew 
Y ork :  Troop  housing?  medical  facilities?  and  community 
facilities?  $5,84-4^000.- 

(Armed  Forecs  Speeial  Weapons) 

Marions  locations :  Maintenanee  facilities,-  community 

'  */ 

facilities?  and  utilities?  $273?000-.- 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Faeilitlcs)- 
Various  locations :  Maintenance  facilities,-  $6-, -341,000. 
Oeteede  Continental  United  States 
-(Alaskan  Area)- 

-F airbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area-?  Real  estate? 
$7-000, 

-(-Pacific  Uommand  Area) 

Kawaihac  Harbor,  -Hawaii :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  -Barracks,  Hawaii-?  Troop  housing?  $593?000r 
Fort  Shaftcr,  Hawaii-7  Supply  facilities?  maintenanee 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2?- 
92-5?000.  y 
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■Korea :  Operational  and  training  faeilities?  supply  facili¬ 
ties?  and  utilities?  $904-, 000. 

-(-United  States  Army?  Europe) 

Eranco:  Operational  and  training  faeilities?  maintenance 
faeilities?  medical  faeilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 

SeOt  -102.-  The  Secretary  of  tire  Army  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by  ac¬ 
quiring?  constructing,  converting?  rehabilitating?  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public,  works?  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition?  site  preparation?  appurtenances?  utilities?  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $204-,121,000r 

Se-Ot  403t  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  es 
or  develop  Army  installations  and  faeilities  by 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions?  new  weapons  development?  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements?  or  improved  produc- 
tien  schedules?  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  sued  construction  for  inclusion  m  the  nevt  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  Inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security?  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire?  construct?  convert?  rehabilitate?  or  install  penna- 
nent  or  temporary  pubbe  works?  including  land  acquisition? 
site  prepartaion,  appurtenances?  utilities?  and  equipment?  in 
the  total  amount  of  $10,000,000-7  Provided ?  -That  the  See- 


1 

o 

LJ 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


8 


rotary  el  Ike  Array  er  kis  kesignee,  shall  netily  Ike  €enr- 
millees  en  Armek  8erviees  el  Ike  Senate  ank  House  el 

le  implement,-  el  Ike  eest  el  eenstmetion  el  any  pubhe  week 
uinlortaken  under  this  seelieny  indnking  these  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereter 

^EGr  104.  -far)-  4n  aeeerkanee  wkk  Ike  provisions  el  see- 
lien  407  el  Ike  Ael  el  September  A  4054  -f 08  Stak  4440-,- 
1125)  7  as  amenkeky  Ike  Secretary  el  Ike  Army  is  autherizek 
le  een  steady  er  acquire  ky  lease  er  otherwise,  lan-rlly  kousing 
lee  eeenpaney  as  public  quarters  el  Ike  lell e-wing  leealiens 
ky  utilizing  lercign  eneeeneies  acquired  pnesnanl  le  Ike  pre¬ 
visions  el  Ike  Agricultural  Trade  Development  ank  Assisl- 
anee  Ael  el  40-54  -(08  Stat-  454)  ee  Ihreitgk  other  com- 

Til  nrllfTT-  lyn  f  111  ^  4  if  f  /\  11  mil  /irl  1  f  Tr  1  k  r^/\lS>-vAvn  li  n-n  • 

llJUull  V  tl  cl  11  IbiU  TlUl  1  o  T7T  14 Iu  v  ‘ 'IllIilUu It  y  \Truttri  wU4UUltlllUll  • 

Aarieus  leealiensy  Arnaecy  408  units-7 
Aieenzay  ktalyy  074  unitsr 
Army  Security  Ageneyy  location  43y  04  uniter 
Gateway  Gennnnniealiens  Stntiony  474  units.- 
-fbf  4n  accordance  wilk  Ike  previsions  el  like  4A  el 
Ike  Sensing  Amendments  el  4-055  -(00  Stair  640)-,-  as 
amenkek,  Ike  Seeeelaey  el  Ike  Army  is  authorized  le  een- 
stend  lamily  keusing  lee  eeenpaney  as  public  quarters  at 
Ike  fallowing  leeations : 
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Inside  mb  VYited  States 


I <  ArldAn  A 

JLv“tt  StUI  1 U 


ty  £4-0  units; 
fey  Yew  York,  1-20  units. 


White  Sands  Missile  Bange7  Yew 
Vert  Monmeutiiy  Yew  Jersey,  4£0  uniter 
Vert  Eeey  -Virginia,  4£5  unitsr 

Vert  Bekroir,-  Virginia-,-  01-8  units-: 

Two  Peek  Eaneli  Statieny  California,  25  unitsr 
Dug-way  -Proem  g  Greundy  44aky  50  uniter 
Beanment  Army  -T4esph-ak  Texas,  425  under 
Vert  Tetteny  Yew  Verky  430  under 
Vert  Bragg,  Yertfe  Carolina,  £07  uniter 
-Port  Campbell,-  -Kentaekyy  8£7  units: 

Granite  Cdy  -Engineers  Depot;  Illinoisy  05  uniter 

Vert  Enekery  Alaharnay  400  unitsr 

Vert  Stewart,  Gcorgiay  7£  unitsr 

Vert  -Bliss-, -  Texasy  440  unitsr 

Vert  Seedy  -Texasy  500  unitsr 

Vert  Sdly  Okiakomay  £40  unitsr 

Vert  -Econard  Woody  Missoruiy  -f 00  unitsr 

Vert  Ecaeenwerthy  Kansas,  200r 

Vert  Sheridan,-  Idineisy  50  uniter 

Verts  Baker  and  Barry,-  California,  08  unitsr 


200  unitsr 
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Oakland  Army  -Terminal;  California.,  88  units? 

-Fort  Lewis,  Washington;  806  units? 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California, 
460  units? 

■United  (States  Military  Academy;  Hew  -York;  406  units.- 
Bossier  Base-,  Louisiana;  400  units? 

Uort  Uustis-,  Wrgtnie;  443  units? 

Medina  Base;  Texas-,  440  units: 

Sandia  Base;  Hew  Mexico;  443  units.- 

Arrny  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,-  466  units: 

Otm-IDE  THE  ENITEB  STATES 

Canal  -Zone,  330  units? 


Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  380  units? 

-Fort  Shaft er,-  Hawaii,-  481  units-?  &rmdde4j  hmoever,- 
That  no  family  housing  units  shah  he  constructed  on  Fort 


DeBussy? 

-(e)-  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
-(a)-  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1050  -(60  Stat.-  652)-, ■  as 
amended;  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  aequire 
family  housing  at  the  following  location:- 

Aberdeen  -Proving  Cround;  Aberdeen,  Maryland,  706 
units.- 


See?  460?  -(a)-  Buhlie  Law  400;  Eighty-third  Congress,- 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  ‘-Continental 
■United  States”  in  section  404  as  follows: 
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Under  the  subheading  -technical  service  eaoim- 
¥tm  (Ordnance  Corps)  ”?  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance 
Depot,  Colorado?  strike  eat  fl$563-,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$600,000”. 

-(h)-  -Public  Law  20b?  Eighty  third  Congress,  as 
amended?  is  amended  by  striking  ant  in  clause  -(E)-  of  sec¬ 
tion  §02  the  amounts  2$4-4?40-7-?0 0 (U  and  -2$-132,07 5,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44, 4447000-’  and  U$E34?- 
11 2-, 000^,  respectively. 

8e©t  -106;  Public  Eaw  §34?  Eighty- -third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  -(E)-  of  section 
§02  the  amounts  “$l-3-l?966-,000”  and  2$238?87-0?000”  and 
inserting  in  plaee  thereof  “$149,123-, 000”  and  “$256?087,  ■ 
000~7  respectively.- 

Seer  E07v  -(a)-  Pnblie  Eaw  E6E?  Eighty  fourth  Con¬ 
gress,-  as  amended?  is  amended  under  Ore  heading  “Copti- 
NEtETAL  Upiee©  Sta-teg^  in  section  E0E?  as  fellows-? 

-(E)-  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  pa- 
GHAffiFES  (Ordnance  Corps-)— ,■  with  respeet  to  Redstone 
Arsenal,-  -Alabama?  strike  out  “$2,865,000”  and  insert  in 
plaee  thereof  “$4.E80tOOOE 


-(2)-  Under  the 


TEOIINIOAE 


(Signal  Corps)  ”  with  respeet  to  Port  Monmouth, 
New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$615,000^  and  insert  in  place 
“$7-31-;000^7  and  with  respeet  to  Mint  Sib  harms 
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gtatieny  Virginia?  strike  eat  “$6957000-’  nek  Insert  m  piaee 
tkereel  ^EapyOOOE 

-f3f  Enker  Ike  snkkeaking  “technical  sebatoes  fa¬ 
cilities  -{Gv¥f%  el  Engineers)"  wkk  respect  te  Erarnte 
Eity  Engineer  Depety  Ekneisy  strike  ent  “'$1 ,82-27000"  ank 
insert  in  piece  tkereel  ^kSr^-kk^-OOO-’-k 

-(4)-  Easier  tke  snkkeaking  Epec  h-nioab  sebaloes  fa- 
ctfities  -{^lekieai  Corps)"  wkk  respeet  te  Waiter  -Reek 
-Army  kick  teal  Gentery  District  el  Gelnmkiay  strike  ent  —  $4y- 
•WSjOOO1’-  ank  msert  m  piaee  tkercel  ^$6,744-y000W 

4#)-  Enker  tire  snkkeaking  -Afield  foboes  facilities 
(Sccenk  Army  Area) -4  witk  respeet  te  Eert  George  (4- 
Meakey  kiaryianky  strike  ent  — $-923yQQ0”  ank  insert  in  piece 
tkereel  -$4yA64ytri)OE 

)k)-  Enker  tke  snkkeaking  Aoelb  fqbceb  facilities 
( Fonrtk  Army  An-eari)  wkk  respeet  te  Eert  Elissy  Eenasy 
strike  ent  A$4y045y000-  ank  insert  in  piaee  tkereel  “$4, 
965y000— y  ank  -wkk  respeet  te  Eert  BUG  Okiakemay  strike 
ent  <£$3-j053-,000-  ank  insert  in  piaee  tkereel  ^$3y454y000— . 

4kf  Enker  tke  snkkeaking  Afield  forces  facilities 
4>Slxtk  Army  Area)-)  -wkk  respeet  te  Eert  Orky  Galkorniay 
striko  ent  “rEykOEOQO”  ank  insert  in  piaee  tkereel  -“$1— 
7-G2y000A 

484  Enker  tke  snkkeaking  “field  hoboes 
4Miktary  Areakemy)—  wkk  respeet  te  tke  Enitek 
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Military  Academy-;  A-ew  Unrig  strike  eat  -4 
insert  hr  plaee  thereof  U$4,-47-l  ,000”. 

-fhf  Pohlie  U aw  4047  Eighty  fourth  Congress,  as 
amended;-  is  amended  hy  striking  oat  in  elanse  -f4f  of  section 
602  the  ameants  ^2-34^32^000^  and  4|440;387,000”  and 
inserting  hr  place  thereof  4$ 2440-2 5  ■  00011  and  -‘$553,1927- 

8eOt  408-- (af  Paklie  -haw  9687  -Eighty-fenrth  Congress; 
as  amended,  is  amended  nnder  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States11  hr  section  4647  as  fellowsi 

-f4f  Under  the  sahheading  ^Weoiinical  services 
eacieities  ( Ordnance  Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  White 
Sands  Proving  O-roand,  5vew  Mexico;  strike  eat  “$693,000” 
and  insert  hr  place  thereof  “$-7-35-^00”. 

-fhf  Under  the  sahheading  “technical  -services 
eacieities  (Chemical  Gorps)--”7  with  respect  to  Camp 
Uctriek7  Maryland7  strike  oat  “$91-3-, -009”  and  insert  in  phree 
thereof  “$-l;07470Q011t  and  with  respect  to  Uagway  Proving 
17  Utah7  strike  oat  -4186 7, 009”  and  insert  hr  place 
11$470447000U 
-f3f  Under  tire  sahheading  “technical-  services 
facilities  -{Signal  Corps)-11;  with  respeet  to  Uort  Ilim- 
0110007  Arizona;  strike  oat  -$678.4400(4-  and  insert  in  pfaee 
thereof  ^T^TOAOOA 


-(4)-  Under  the 


ig  “technical 


14 


1  facilities  (Corps  el  Engineers)  with  respect  to  Eort 

2  BcUoiTj  Virginia,  strike  out  “$192,000”  and  insert  in  -place 

3  thereof  ^$94B900A 

4  {Of  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 

5  facilities  (Transportation  Corps)  ”,  wtik  respect  to  Fort 

6  Eustis;  -Virginia,  strike  ent  “$1,231-, 000”  and  insert  in  place 

7  thereof  ^MhOrOOOA 

8  -(Of  Under  the  subheading  ‘-field  forces  facilities 

9  -(Eirst  Army  -Area)  with  respect  to  Eort  Uix;  Uew  Jersey,- 

10  strike  out  “$51,000”  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof  “$68-,000”t 

11  ro  -U-ndcr  the  subheading  Aheld  forces  facilities 

12  -(Bceond  Army  Area)  with  respect  to  Eort-  George  Cb 

13  Meade;  Maryland-,  strike  out  “$5,-885;000”  and  insert  in 

14  place  thereof  “$-7, 6950)00-0 

15  {Of  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 

16  -{Third  Army  Area-)”,  with  respeet  to  Eort  Bcnning, 

17  Georgia,  strike  eat  “$422,000”  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof 

18  “$616,000”;  and  with  respeet  to  Eort  MeC-lcllan,  Alabama,- 

19  strike  out  “$3-97,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

20  AfoLUyOOQ’h 

21  -{Of  -Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 

22  -(-Fourth  -Army  Area)  ”,  with  respeet  to  Eort  Hood,  Texas, 

23  strike  out  “$2,157,000”  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof 


24  “$3,846,000”; 

25  (10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili 
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ties  -(Uifth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Port  Riley, - 
Kansas?  strike  eat  “$4,519?000”  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof 
“$4,892,000U 

(4-1)  Under  the  subheading  ^Rield  foboeb  faoili 
ties  -(Sixth  Army  Area) ”,  with  respect  to  Port  Ec-wis? 
Washington,  strike  ent  “$3,022,000”  an4  insert  in  plaee 
thereof  “$3,596,000” ;  and  with  respect  to  Rest  Ord?  Cali¬ 
fornia,  strike  ent  “$223?60011  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof 
''$349, OOOA 

-(h)-  Public  -Raw  963?  Eighty-fourth  Cengrcss,  as 
amended,-  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the 
-Un-i-ted  States1’  in  section  404?  as  follows-: 

Under  the  subheading  “(Alaskan  Area)  — ,  with  re- 
speet  to  Wildwood  Station  (-Kenai)-,  strike  out  “$352?000” 
and  insert  in  plaee  thereof  “$546?000”t 

-(ef  Publie  Raw  908?  Eighty-fourth  Congress?  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  -f4)-  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  tire  amounts  “$95,040,‘ 930”,  ‘h$35?703,000”,  and 
“$331,1 04,600”  and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof  “$100? 
343-000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”?  respec¬ 
tively. 

SeOv  409t  -(a)-  Publie  Raw  85  244,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress?  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  seetien  404  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  sebwiees  facie 
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hhes  ( Corps  of  Engineers)  -  with  respect  to  Cold  Pegions 
Laboratory?  -Hanover,  Hampshire,  strike  out  -$2,-1067 
060—  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,-787, 000’-. 


-(h)-  Pubhe  Law  85-244,  Eighty  fifth  Congress?  is 
amended  hy  striking  out  in  clause  -(4 -)-  el  section  662  the 
amounts  “$115,624,666”  and  “$2-0-3?46-3?666--  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$-146?0-16?66tU  and  ^$204?364, 666”. 

Seo?  446t  Phe  Secretary  of  6m  Army  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
the  Son  Jacinto  Ordnance  Pfepot?  Pexos?  and  convoy  a  dear 
title  hy  quitclaim  deed  ah  right7  title?  and  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  and  to  said  depots?  to  any  legal  person  or 

such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  determines  to  he 
in  the  public  interest?  Phe  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  directed 
to  act  os  follows-? 

-f4f  Phe  depot  shall  he  mowed  to?  and  integrated 
■with?  the  ammunition  ontioodmg  terminal  previously 
authorized  for  construction  at  Point  Aux  Pins?  Ala¬ 
bama?  and?  notwithstanding  any  other  provisions  of  this 
or  any  other  Act?  the  authority  contained  in  the  Act  of 
July  24?  4064  -f68  Stat?  666f?  for  the  acquisition  of 
land  and  initiation  of  construction  for  the  Point- Aux- 
Pms  fadlity  shah  continue  in  effect  until  specifically 
superseded,  modified,  or  r* 
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(- )  -The  sale  el  the  San  J aciiito  Depot  property 
shall  he  offered  by  the  Ghiel  el  UnginccrsT  United  States 
Army,  on  hehah  el  and  under  the  sup ervisien  el  the 
Secretary  el  the  Army  within  eighteen  months  hem  the 
date  el  this  Aetr  En  fart  el  the  land  herein  shah  he 
seldy  transierredy  or  eeeupiedy  hy  virtue  el  this  tcansac- 

-fdf  A  contract  er  contracts  ler  the  sale  el  the  Han 
dacinto  Dtspot  shah  he  consummated  as  expeditiously  as 
pesshhe  thereafter  aad  ea  saeh  terms  as  are  determined 
hy  the  Secretary  el  the  Army  te  he  ia  the  best  interest  el 
the  United  States :  Provided,  That  h  the  preperty  is  te 
he  conveyed  under  any  terms  hy  whieh  the  purehase 
price  is  net  paid  in  lah  simultaneously  with  the  signing 
el  the  contract,  title  shah  remain  ia  the  United  S^ 
until  lah  payment  is  made: 

-f4)-  There  are  hereby  authorized  te  he 
saeh  sums  as  may  he  necessary  ler  the  purpose  el  oarry- 
ing  eat  the  provisions  el  this  section,  aad  the  nmnetary 
limitation  imposed  hy  section  horcol  shah  net  he 
inclusive  el  any  lands  required  ler  or  in  connection  with 

4 

■Xotwitl istandlng  any  provision  el  this  section  te  the 
contrary  the  United  States  may  retain  possession  el  the 
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San  Jacinto  De-pot  or  any  part  thereof  until  suck  time  as 
facilities  are  substantially  completed  and  available  for  use 
a>t  Point  Aux-Bins,  -Alabama. 

TITLE  H 

SeOt  SOD  Dee  Secretary  of  tbc  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma- 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,-  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inbide  the  United  States 
eniPY-ARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  -May-  New  Jersey-:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,-  $441,000. 

Naval  Shipyard?  Charleston  South  Carolinar:  Drydoek, 

$10,000,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California :  Operational 
and  training  facilities-,-  $0,000,000 :  Provided,,  however,  That 
no  mere  than  $500,000  of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for 
protective  works  until  Ore  Secretary  of  the  Navy  determines 
in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  aetion  has  been  taken  or 
arrangements  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  ship¬ 
yard 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London;  Connecticut : 
Operational  and  training  facilities?  $2,247,000. 
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Navy  Shipyard,  San  FraneiseoT  California : 
and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,-  Rhode  Island :  Troop  housing, 
and  community  faeilities?  $F7-OO,000t 

Roval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  faeditiesy  $2,-546,000. 

A-V4-ATION  FACILITIES 
-(■Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Statinrp  Kingsvilloy  Texas-;  Troop 
housing,  $1,04-1-, 000. 

N aval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  -Meridian^  Mississippi; 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, - 
supply  facilities-,  medical  facilities,  troop  housings  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements 
$14,9407000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida : 
Operational  and  training  faeilities7  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements-,  and  real  estate,  $1,679,00. 

-(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station^  Alameda^  Califomite:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $444^000t 

Naval  Air  Statiorp  Feed  Fiek^  Florida;  Maintenance 


facilities,  $4,3527000. 
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formur  Operational  and  training  facilities?  $47,000: 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station?  -Fallen?  N cvada-:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities?  $80,-0Q0t 

Naval  Auxiliary  Standing  Field?  Fentress, 
Operational  and  training  facilities?  $4-12,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility?  IIarve)r  Fourt?  North 


and 


O  /  .il  l  ti  nn„ 
xtt v  iii  t lx  ryj 


facilities, 

medical  facilities?  troop  housing?  administrative  faeilitiesj  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvement s?  $41?21570007 

and  training  facilities,  $7-4?000: 

Naval  Air  Station?  Lemoore?  Oahfornia-:  Operational  and 
facilities?  troop  housing?  community  facilities-,  admin- 
facilities?  supply  facilities?  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvement?  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station?  Mayport,  Florida-:  Opera- 

cilities?  utilities?  and  real  estate?  $0?-8-92?OOOr 

Naval  Air  Station?  North  island?  San  Diego, 

Operational  facilities?  and  real  estate,  $7?000?000: 

Naval  Outlying  Field?  AFhitchouse  -Field, 
and  training  facilities,  $442?000t 
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-(Marino  Corps  Air  Stationsf 
Gerps  Auxiliary  Air  Nation,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina :  Operational  and  draining  facilities  and  real  eslatc7 
$4-352,000. 

Marino  Corps  Air  Statiorg  Cherry  Poind  Aorth  Garo- 
fean  Operational  and  draining  faeilitics,  and  supply  facilities, 


Gorps  Air  Facility,-  Aew  BAe^  A-orth  Garolina: 
Oporational  and  training  faeilities7  $P, 003, 000. 

Marino  Gorps  Air  Facility,  Bant  a  Ana,  Galifomia : 
Oporational  and  training  facilities?  $271 58,000. 

-(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Aaxal  Air  -Facility,  Powers  Field,  Andrews  Air  -Force 
Base,-  Gamp  Springs7  Maryland-:  Oporational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities?  supply  facilities?  administra¬ 
tive  facilities?  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  operational  and 
facilities  at  the  Aaxal  Air  Station;-  Patuxent  -RAer? 
1?  $P7-?G60?000. 

Aawal  Air  Missile  Best  Center,  Point  Mugn?  California-: 
Operational  and  training  facilities;-  maintenance  facilities? 
research?  development  and  test  faeilities7  supply  faeilities- 
and  troop  housing  (including  operational  and  training  facili 
ties  and  troop  housing  on  San  Aieelas  Island ;  and  mainte- 
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frftttee  facilities  research?  development  and  test  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing?  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements  at  Camp  Cooke) $-1 3,841,000.- 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,-  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Utilities, - 


Naval  Supply  Center?  Norfolk?  Virginia:-  Administrative 
facilities?  $1 28,000? 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland-,-  California :  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $146?0007 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

-Marine  Corps  Supply  Center?  -Barstow,  California : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $280, -000.- 

Marinc  Corps  Reemit  Depot?  Parris  Island?  South  Caro 
tin  as  Utilities,  $462,000? 

Marine  Corps  Base?  Camp  -Pendleton,  Cakfemiar;  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities?  troop 
housing  and  utilities?  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantieo?  Virginia :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

-Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,-  California: 
Utilities?  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base?  -Twcntyninc  -Palms?  California : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 
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ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor-,  Washington :  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $80y000. 

A  aval  Ordnance  Teat  Station?  China  Bake,  California? 
Supply  facilities,  $-129,000. 

Nn-val  -Ammunition  Deputy  Con  curdy  California?  Main- 
tenan-ee  facilities,  $2,547,000. 

N aval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California  ■  Re- 
search,  development,  and  teat  facilities,  $540y000. 

Naval  Proving  Groundy  Dahlgrcn,  -Virginia :  Research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $11,000: 

-A aval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bingham,  Massachusetts : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $691,0007 

Naval  Ordnance  Labors  torvy  White  Oaky  Maryland-? 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $604y000? 

BERVIOE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 
■Naval  Aeademyy  Annapolis,  Maryland :  Troop  housing, 

$ll,200y000? 

Blee-t  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  A-ir- 
ginia-:-  Operational  and  training  facilities^  $1,181-, 000.- 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia-?  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $6501)00? 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois-?  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,-  $1,368,000. 
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Aaval  War  Oohegey  Aewporty  Rhode  Island :  Opera¬ 
tional  end  training  facilities',-  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,-  A-orfelhy  Virginia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,613,000. 

Aavet  Training  Centery  San  Diego,  California-?  Opera- 
tional  and  training  facilities?  $1,199,000. 


HfT^TMn  A  T 
MlTmttalJ 

A at  ion  at  Aaval  Medical 
Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 


f?  Bethcsda?  Maryland; 


COMMUNICATION  FACIUTIBS 


Aaval  Radio  Station?  Washington  County,  Maine :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities',-  and  utilities  and  ground  hn- 
tsy  $08,OM,000? 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  BESEABOH  FACILITIES 


Aaval  Research  -Laboratory,-  District  of  Columbia :  Re- 
Tacehy  development,  and  test  facilities,  $1-92-, 090.- 
OUTSIDE  FEE  DnITEB  STATES 


BIIITYABD 


Aaval  Submarine  Base,  -Pearl  H-arbor,-  Oahny  Territory 
of  -Hawaii-?  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $f-59yOOO.- 

AVTATtON  FACILITIES 

Aaval  Air  Station,  Aganay  Mariana  Islands :  Opera- 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,11 1,000? 

Aava-1  Station,  Bermuda.,  British  West  Indies-?  Opera- 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $083-, 000. 
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Air  Station?  Eerd  Island?  -Territory  of  Hawaii-? 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $4,271,000. 

Envoi  Air  Paeility,  Halm,  Okinawa :  Supply  faoilitics, 
$165,000. 

Mav-al  Station,  -Roosevelt  Roads,-  Puerto  Rico :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $-3?82d,000. 

Hava!  Supply  Repot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands :  Supply 
faoilitics,  $3,060,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Maval  Communication  Unit  Humber  Three,  -Asmara,' 
Eritrea-:-  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $4, 180,000-.- 

Maval  Radio  Paeility?  Londonderry,  Perth  Ireland : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $219,000.- 

-Naval  Radio  Facility?  Pert  -Lyautcy,  Mereeee-?  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,-  $5-49,000.- 

YABDS  AND  DOCKS-  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Ray,  Cuba-?  Utilities,- 
$890,000.- 

SfCv  202t  The  Secretary  of  Ore  Pavy  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  naval  installations  and  facilities  by 
acquiring?  constructing?  converting?  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  termporary  public  works?  ineluding 
land  acquisition?  site  preparation?  appurtenanees,  utilities?  and 
equipment  m  the  total  amount  of  $75,-301 ,000? 
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Sect  20eh  The  Secretary  el  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with 
construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  -Navy  missions? 
new  weapons  developments?  new  and  unforeseen  research 
and  development  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules?  if  the  Secretary-  el  Defense  determines  that  de¬ 
ferral  of  sueb  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  nest  military 
construction  authorisation  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to 
acquire,  costruet?  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation?  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $-10,006,000 :  Provided-,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy-,-  or  bis  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
-Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep  resen  tativ es 
Immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining 
there  to  r 

See.  204t  -{a)-  4»  aeeordanoo  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  ^  -1-054  -(0$  Stah  -MAO? 
1-1415) ,  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized 
to  construct,-  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilising  foreign  currencies 
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acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 


Development  and  Assistance  Aet  of  1054  -(08  Stair  4-54 )- 
or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation : 

-Naval  Magazine^  Carta  gen  a,  SpainT  40  units,-  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities? 

Naval  -Magazine,  El  Ferroly  Spain,  45  units,  and  com  ¬ 
munity  facilities? 

Naval  Air  Station,-  Pert  Lyautey,  Morocco,;  300  units? 

■Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy, •  420  units,-  and 
community  facilities.- 

-(h)-  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  14-  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  -(09  Stat?  640)  7  as  amended^ 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized-  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations  :- 


Naval  Air  Station,-  Brunswick,  Maine,  974  units? 

Marino  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,-  North  Carohnaj 
800  units? 

Naval  Facility  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina?  27-  units? 
Naval  Facility,-  Centerville,-  California  24  units? 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherr-y  Point,-  North  Caro¬ 
lina?  849  units? 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Beady  Oregon,  24  units? 
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Hawal  Training  Center;  Great  Lakes;  Bfinois;  420  units. 
Manai  Air  Station;  Lemoore;  California,-  800  unitsr 
Manal  Facility,  Man  tucket-,-  Massachusetts,  40  uniter 
Karol  Submarine  Base,  Kerr  -London,-  Connecticut,  000 


uniter 

Karal  Facility;  -Paeifio  Beach,  Washington;  30  unite 
Karol  Facility;  Point  Sur;  California;  24  units.- 
Karal  Air  Station, ■  Wfeidfeey  Island,  Washington;  000 
units.- 


Haral  Ordnanee  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands 
Grounds;  Mew  Mexico;  04  uniter 
Maraf  Base,  Ban  Diego;  California,  1,000  units,  to  fee 
on  land;  ineluding  tfee  following  tracts  which 
are  hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  fee  transferred  to  tfee 
Department  of  tfee  Mary  fey  tfee  Administrator  of  General 
Services  without  reimbursement :  GSA  H-Cal  446D ;  GSA 
H-  Cal  546-B ;  and  GSA  H-Gal  087-r 

Outside  op  the  Fptteb  States 


Moral  Air  Station; 
Hawaii;  l-,440  uniter 


-Point;  Oafeu; 


of 


m  ppi 

JJ  R  vt 


e  Force,  Pacific, 


Camp  Hr  Mr 


Smitfe;  Oafeu,  Territory  of  -Hawaii,  408  uniter 

Maraf  Station,  Guam;  Mariana  Islands;  220  uniter 
Marine  Corps  Air  Station;  Kaneohe  Bay;  Oafeu;  Terri 
tory  of  Hawaii,  000  umtsr 
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Haval  Ammunition  Hopeh  Oahu,-  Territory  of  Hawaiiy 
BO  unitsr 


Haeal  Station,-  Pearl 

1~\C4  mxlin 
V/T7T7  ttTTTTTTr 


ry  Oahu?  Territory  of  44awaiiy 


-(of  4o  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  seetion  404 
faf  of  Ore  Housing  Amendments  of  1055  -(00  Statv  054) -7  as 
f  the  Secretary  of  the  Hayy  is  authorized  to  acquire 
dly  bousing  at  tbe  following  leeations:- 
Haval  Auxiliary  Air  Statieny  Whiting  Field,  Florida?  00 
units.- 

Aaval  Powder  Factory?  Indian  Heady  Maryland?  345 
units; 

Haval  Station?  Green  Gove  Springs?  Florida?  004  units? 
See?  405t  -faf  Pubhe  law  534y  Eighty  second  Gen- 
gress,  as  amended?  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  Unepeb  States”  in  seetion  404  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “medioal  facilities”?  with  re- 

out  4$12,815-,00Q^  and  insert  in  plane  thereof  48>13?979,- 
0004 


fhf  Public  Uaw  534,  Eighty- sceond  Gongress?  as 
amended?  is  amended  hy  striking  out  in  clause  fAf  of  seetion 
404  the  amounts  “$43-9-, 44-3 ,000’-  and  “$2 0 6,92  7- ,000- ’-,  and 
inserting  respectively  m  plaee  thereof  ‘ ‘$ 440 ?307 ,000”,  and 
“$268,004,0004- 
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SeGt  200t  -(ft)-  Puttie  Paw  034?  Eighty  third  Congress,- 
as  amended?  is  amended  hy  striking  eat  in  seetien  202y 
“$70,656,000”?  and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof  “$72,785,- 
OOOA 

-fhf  Pnttie  Paw  034?  Eighty  third  Congress?  as 
amended?-  is  amended  hy  striking  ent  in  clause  -(2f  of  see¬ 
tien  £03  the  amounts  “$70,656,000”,  and  “$210, 704,-660^ 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72;785?OQO-,- 
and  “$242,833,OOOA 

Se6t  20P  -fa)-  Puttie  Paw  464?  Eighty  fourth  Congress? 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  204  as  follows : 

-(4-)-  Under  the  subheading  “marine  cqrpb  faciei 
tieAC  with  respeet  to  the  Marine  Corps  Ease,  Camp  -Pen¬ 
dleton?  California,-  strike  out  “$048,000’-  and  insert  in  plaee 
thereof  ^$7-78,000”. 

-(2f  Under  Ore  subheading  “ordnance  facilities^ 
with  respeet  to  the  Naval  -Underwater  Qrdnanee  Station? 
Newport,  Phode  Island,  strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert 
in  plaee  thereof  “$444-, 000”. 

-(h)-  Puttie  Eaw  404?  Eighty  fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,-  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Oetside  Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  seetion  204?  as  follows : 

Under  -subheading  “aviation  rabidities”?  with  re¬ 


speet  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  A-gana,-  Cuam,  Marianna  Is- 
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landy  by  striking-  out  "$6-, -5 25, 000”  and  inserting  in-  plaee 
thereof  '-$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Argent!  a?  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  "$8T589,800”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  -"$97089,800”. 

-(©)-  Public  Paw  161,  Eighty  fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  -fp-  of  sec¬ 
tion  §03  the  amounts  ^^$30874637609^  and 

"$5753592,300”  and  inserting  respectively  in  plaee  thereof 
"$30836-34t600^,  "$111,103,300”,  and  "$5-7-8-, 801, 300”. 

SeOt  308t  -(of  Public  Paw  9987  Eighty-fourth  Con- 
gross,-  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  "Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  304?  as  follows : 

-fp-  Under  the  subheading  ‘Albet  base  facilities” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island? 
strike  out  "$11,672;000”  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof 
"$14^6047000-9  X  • 

-{2)-  Under  the  subheading  "aviation  -f abilities 
-f Naval  Air  draining  Station)-”-,  with  respeet  to  the  Naval 
Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Uield?  Texas,-  strike  out 
"$2 -,-247, 000”  and  insert  in  plaee  thereof  "$2,569,000”; 
and  with  respeet  to  the  -Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,-  Merkl- 
ian7  Mississippi  strike  out  "$8-, -231, -000”  and  insert  in  plaee 
thereof  --^Ot-HPOOQA 

f3f  Under  the  subheading  "aviation  facilities 
(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)  ”,  with  respeet  to  the  Marine 
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Corps  Air  Station  Cherry  homt7  Aorth  Carolina,  strike  out 
“$1 70,000-  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$27-3,000”. 

-f4f  Under  the  subheading  “service  school  facili¬ 
ties^  with  respect  to  the  Elect  Air  Defense  -Training 
Center  7  Dam  Aeekj  A4rgini%  strike  out  “$247-000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$3007Q00^7  and  with  respect  to  the 
jsaval  Training  Center,-  Great  Lakcs7  IHitiois?  strike  ent 
“$87--14-4-,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$40,61 3-, -000”.- 
-fhf  Under  the  subheading  ^Aeeucal  facilities'- 
with  respect  to  the  Aaeal  Hospital  Great  -Lakes,-  Illinois? 
strike  out  “$4277-307000”  and  insert  m  place  thereof 
“$14-,75L000”.- 


-(h)-  Lublin  Law  9687  Eighty-fourth  Congress7  as 
amended,-  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  204 
“$85-,-939>000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$86,-7-140)00”  ;■ 
-(e)-  hub-lie  Law  908?  Eighty  fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  -(A)-  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$303,153,000”,  “$85,949^000”-,  and 
“$451,393,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$-442-, 004, 000”,  ^$86,741,000”,  and  ^$46O7TA07OO0A 
Sec-t  209.  Lublie  Law  8-5—214,  Eighty-hfth  Co-ngress7 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “-Inside  the  United 


8-ta-tes^  in  seetion  204  as  follows  :■ 
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■Under  the 


"aviation  PA-eifciTiES  -(-Special 
Air  Stations)  -,  with  respect  to  the  Eaval  Air 
Missile  Test  Genterj  -Point  Mugu,  Gahfemias  insert  before 
$7,669,000”  the  words  -And  land  acquisition,”. 

PIPES  HI 


a 


SeOt  30 It  Phe  Secretary  of  the  Air  Eoree  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructings  converting,  rehabilitatingj  or  hist  ailing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  werks7  ineluding  she  prepara¬ 
tions  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  follow¬ 
ing  projects-: 

INSIDE  THE  UNITE©  STATE© 

AJB  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth 

tenaneo  facilities,  troop 


h  -Duluth,-  Minnesotan  Mani¬ 
as  utilities,-  and  real 


$2s649,000. 

Ethan  Aden  Air  Eoree  Pasc7  Wmooshis  Vermont : 
Proop  housing,  $990, 000? 

Glasgow  Air  Eoree  Pase7  Glasgow,  Montana-:-  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  faehhiess  maintenance  facilities,-  supply 
facilities,'  hospital  facilities,  community  faehhiess  utilitless  and 
real  estates  $10,6597QOOt 

Q 

o 


H.  E.  13015 
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Grand  Forks  Air  Feree  Base;  Grand  Forks,-  Forth 
Dakotan  Maintenance  facilities;  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities^  troop  housing;  community  facilities,  and 


Ft  F  Sawyer  Muneipal  Airport,-  Marquette;  Michigan : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities^-  hospital  facilities;  adminstrativo  facilities, 
troop  housings  and  utilities,  $1O;6-7-3;O0Ot 

Kingsley  Field;  Klamath  -Falls  Oregon :  Community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2-20;000t 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,-  Sank  Saintc  Mario,  Michigan : 
Operational  and  training  facilities;  maintenance  facilities,- 
supply  facilities-;  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $0,9-18;000: 

McChord  Air  Force  Base;  Tacoma,  -Washington : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities;  $935,000? 

Minot  Air  Forec  Base,-  Minot;  Forth  Dakota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  -facilities,  administrative  facilities; 
troop  housing;  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2-7-2F,000.- 
Otis  Adr  Force  Base;  Falmouth,  Massachusetts :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  faeilitics;  maintenance  facilities,  troop 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo;  California-:  Medieal 
facilities,  $4-2-2,000. 

Bichards-Gcbaur  Air  Force  Base;  -Kansas  City;  Missouri-: 
and  training  facilities;  maintenance  facilities,- 


35 


1  supply  facilitiesj  administrative  facilities-,-  and  real 

2 

3  Sclfrldge  Air  Feree  Base7  Mount  Olcmensj  Michigan : 

4  Operational  and  training  faeilities7  maintenance  facilities,  and 

6  Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Basc7  Mesthampton  Beach, 

7  Slow  York-s  Maintenance  facilities  $86,000. 

8  Truax  Field,  Madison?  Wisconsin :  Froop  housings  and 

9  grennd  improvements,  $795,090? 

10  kynda-11  Air  -Force  ffase7  -Panama  City,  Florida-?  Opera- 

11  tiortal  and  training  facilities  maintenance  facilities,-  and 

12  utilities7  $3,092,000? 

13  Wurtsmith  Air  Force  -Base7  Oseod%  Michigan-?  Opera- 

15  facilities,  hospital  faeihties7  community  faeilites,-  and  ntilities7 

16  $8,-6967000.- 

17  AcHft  MA^ER-EEB  COMMA^B 

18  Breekley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama-:-  Maintc- 

19  nance  feeilities7  and  supply  faeihties7  $975,060. 

20  Oriffiss  Air  -Foree  Base7  Borne,-  Ffew  Yorks  Operational 

22  $1,1 7-7-, -000? 

23  Mill  Air  -Force  Base7  Ogdcn7  Utah:  Operational  and 

24  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities7  and  troop  housing, - 

25  $1,7467006? 
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ij  San  Antonio;  Tesa-s- 


g  Pennsylvania^ 


Kelly  Air  Eer* 

$45-7;66A 

Supply  facilities; 

McClellan  Air  Eoree  Base;  Sacramento;  California? 
Operational-  and  training  facilities;  maintenance  facilities; 
supply  facilities;  medical  facilities;  and  troop  housing; 


iis;  Tennessee: 


v  Onlifoinnn  * 

7J  v_y  ctlll  U  X  l-LLci  • 


Memphis  General  Depot; 
istrative  facilities;  $1,464;666t 
Aorton  Air  Eoroe  -Base,  San 
Supply  facilities;  $658,000.- 

Olmsted  Air  Eoree  Base,  Middletown;  Pennsylvania-- 
and  training  -facilities;  maintenance  facilities; 

;  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing; 
facilities;  utilities;  and  real  estate;  $6,469,006.- 
Bobins  Air  Eoree  -Base;  Macon;  Georgia:  Operational 
BS;  maintenance  facilities;  supply  -facilities; 

Tinker  Air  Eoree  Base;  Oaklahoma  City,-  Oklahoma : 
Operational  and  training  facilities;  maintenance  facilities; 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $5,-166,000.- 

MAight-Pattcrson  Air  Eoree  -Base;  Dayton,  Ohio---  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities;  maintenance  facilities;  re- 


and  training 
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starchy  development,  and  test  faeditiesy  supply  faeditiesy  and 
medieal  facilities,-  $44-, 03 7,000? 

AIB  BBSBABeH  AND  DfiV-ELOPM ENT  COMMAND 
Hd-wards  Air  Foree  Base,  Mureey  California-:-  Besearchy 
development,  and  test  facilities,  and  atditiesy 
Eglin  Air  Foree  Basey  Valparaiso,  Florida-: 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilitics7  research,-  de- 
■vclopmcnty  and  test  faeilities,  supply  faeilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $-10? 109 ,000? 

H-olloman  Air  Force  Base,  Akunogordoy  Hew  Mexico-: 
Maintenance  faeilities,  supply  faeditiesy  troop  housing-,-  utdi- 
tiesy  and  real  estate,  $1,600,0007 

-Iiirtland  Air  Force  Basey  Adupuerguey  Hew  Mexico: 
faeditiesy  and  utditiesy  $40-1 ,000? 

Hr  Hanseom  Field,  Bedferdy  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  faeilities-,-  $16^000? 

Fatriek  Air  -Force  Base,  Coeoay  Florida :  Operational 
and  training  faeilities,  maintenanee  faeilities,-  troop  housing, 
and  community  faeditiesy  $2yf 


SCIIOOE  OB 


MEDICINE 


School  of  Aviation  Medicine;  Brooks  Air  Force  Basey 
San  Antonioy  Fexas-:  Operational  and  training  faeditiesy  re¬ 
search-  development,-  and  test  faeditiesy  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  and  medieal  faeditiesy  administrative  faeditiesy  troop 
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housing-,-  community  faeilitiesy  ntilitiesy  and  ground 

mcntsy  $l-2yOOOyOOOT 

MB  TRAINiNG  COMMAND 
Amarillo  Air  Foree  Basey  Amarilloy  Texas-; 
ami  training  facilhiesy  community  faeilitiesy  and 


Air  Foree  Basey  Austin?  Texas-;-  Operational 
and  training  faeilitiesy  maintcnanee  faeiliticsy  supply  laeili- 
tiesy  utilities,  and  real  cstatey  $1,581,000? 

Chanate  Air  Foree  Basey  Bantouly  ffiinois-;  Troop  hous- 
ingy  $940y009? 

Gralg  Air  Foree  Bascy  Sclmay  Alabama-:  Troop  hous- 

Grecnville  Air  Foree  Basey  Grccnvillcy 
Operational  and  training  faeilitiesy  and  real  cstatey  $208>< 
James  Connally  Air  Foree  Basey  Waco,  Texas :  Troop 

Dowry  Air  Foree  Basey  Denver,  Colorado-,-  or  alternate 

$5-, 000,009. 

Buko  Air  Foree  Basey  Fhoenixy  Arizona-?  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,-  $44-1, 009. 


Mather  Air  Force  Basey  Sacramento,  Galifo-miar?  Open 
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ationai  and 
$4y2 18-,-OQQr 

tiona-1-  and  training 
Kellis  Air  Eeree 


faeilitics?  supply  facilities;  and  utilities; 


Base;  Wichita,  Kansas-:  Opcra- 
&, 4-13, 080. 

^  Pas  Megas, 


11  clllUU 

Perrin  Air  Perce  Base;  Sherman;  Texas-:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $8-1 9-, 000. 

Randolph  Air  Perce  -Base,-  San  Antonio,-  -Texas-:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities-,-  and  utilities;  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Perce  Base;  Wiehita  Palis,-  Texas- :■  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities;  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,-  and  utilities; 

.d  4  r\  c\  /I  Ait*  o  cm  X?  olio  \r  oro/ln  • 

kl  tvJltv.1  TTii  JL  U1  c  U  _L1  tiOvy  ltUllU  •  TVv  yttttctrT 

Manco  Air  Perce  Base;  Enid;  Oklahoma-:  Operational 
and  training  facilities-,-  and  maintenance  facilities,  $l-,770,000r 

Webb  Air  Peree  Base,  Big  Spring;  Texas-:  Operational 
and  training  facilities;  maintenance  facilities;  utilities  and 

Williams  Air  -P-orce  Base;  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$4;3-64A)00r 
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CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 
Brooks  Air  -Force  -Base,  San  Antonioj  Texas :  Troop 
housing,  $1 ,805,000? 

Clinton  County  Air  F erco  Base,  Wilmington,'  Qhio:- 

supply  facilities,  and  administrative  fa-eilitlesj  troop  housing, 
community  facilities?  and  utilities?  $14, '580, 000. 

•Dobbins  Air  Force  Base?  Marietta?  Georgia :  Utilities, 
$472?OOOt 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Foree  Base?  Camp  Springs,  Maryland; 
Operational  and  training  facilities?  maintenance  facilities? 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,-  and  utilities,  $4$?- 


MI-LITARY  AIR 


SERVICE 


Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $7-8?000t 

Dover  Air  Force  Base?  Dover,-  Delaware : 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities?  and 


Air  Force  Basej  Wrlgbtstowuj  Few  Jersey  :■ 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities? 
troop  housing,  and  utdticsj  $3790 1,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,-  Bedevil-lcj  Illinois :  Troop  hous- 
ingj  $4-23,000. 
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Am  COMMAND 

Akas  Air  -Force  Basey  A-ltus,  Oklahoma  :■  Operational 
ami  training  facilities,  sapply  facilities,-  ntlitics,  ami  real 
estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Foree  Basey  Shreveporty  Eouisiana-7  Op¬ 
erational  ami  training  facilities,-  troop  hoasing-,-  ami  atihtiesy 
$4,280-,000v 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,-  Mmysvihey  Californian  Opera¬ 
tional  ami  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  sapply 
facilities,-  hospital  facilities^ 
nity  facilities,-  ami  atilitiesy  $7y8B8y000r 

Biggs  Air  Foree  Basey  El  Basey  -Texasn 
ami  training  faeilitiesy  sapply  faeditiesy  troop  housing,-  ami 
atditiesy  $5;0807000. 

-BlythcviBe  Air  Foree  Basey  -Blythevilley  Arkansas- 
Operational  ami  training  facilities,  ami 

-Brunswick  -Naval  Air 


erational  ami  training  faeilitiesy 
facilities, 


_  Mn lno* 

y  _LtjLc11I1U  •  w  1 4 

kiesy  supply 

_  D  AiPa  Tipi  f  tt 
^ y  vttiii iiiti in t^y 


c  l  U  U  1 7 

facilities,  ami  atilitiesy  $1-1 ,41-7-, 000r 

■Bunker  BiH  Air  Foree  -Basey  Ferny  Indiana: 
ami  training  faeilities,  maintenance  faeilitiesy  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,-  $7 ,9B6yOOOr 

Carswell  Air  Force  Basey  Fort  Worthy  Texasa 
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tional  and 
257,000? 

Castle  Air  Foree  Base? 


and  training 
utilitiesT  and  real 


^s?  and  supply  facilities,  $3?- 

7  California:  Operational 
fe7  community 


Operational  and 
supply  facilities, 
TMtOOOt 

Coliunbus  Air  -Force 
ation-al  and  training 


troop 
>y  $4-,-578?000. 

Air  Foree  Base?  Clinton?  Oklahoma: 
faedities7  maintenance  faeilitios7 
facilities,  and  utilities,-  $2?- 


37  Mississippi :  Oper- 
37  supply  faeilities7  and  utilities,- 


$F?-9O970QOt 

Darvis-M-onthan  Air  Force  -Base?  -Tueson?  Arizona : 
Operational  and  training  facilities?  maintenance  facilities? 
supply  facilities?  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4-,-l-7 4?000? 


Bow  Air 


Base,  Bangor?  M 


facilities,  supply  facilities? 


training  facilities? 
troop  housing,  and  utilities, 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas : 
and  training  facilities?  and  supply  facilities?  $1-, -3 46,000? 

Ellsworth  Air  -Force  Base,  Bapid  City?  South  Dakotas 
Operational  and  training  facilities?  maintenance  facilities,- 
community  facilities?  and  utilities?  S3-, 2-11, 000? 


Fairchild  Air  -Force  Base,-  Spokane?  Washington-? 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities?  $4,- 094,000? 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


43 


Forbes  Air  Foree  Blass  -Topeka,  Kansas :  Operational 
an4  training  facilities  simply  facilities,  eommunit-y  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2?703,000. 

Homestead  Air  F orcc  Base,  Homestead?  Floridan  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities?  supply  facilities  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements  $1,189,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Oeorgian  Operational 
and  training  facilities,'  supply  faeibties  and  utilities 
$47493^007 

■Lake  Charles  Adr  Force  Base-,-  Bake  Oharles?  -Bouisianan 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,- 
$3,404,000, 

Barsen  Air  Force  Base?  Moses  Bake, 

Operational  and  training  facilities 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities  $3d79e?OQO, 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base?  Bel  Bis  Te-xas : 
and  training  facilities  maintenance  facilities  and 


Air  Force  Bass  Bn 
and  training  facilities  maintenance  facilities  supply  facili¬ 
ties  and  utilities,-  $4,250,-009, 

Battle  Bock  Air  F orcc  Bass  Battle  Bock,  Arkansas-: 
Operational  and  training  faeilitics?  supply  facilities?  and  utili¬ 
ties  $3,463000.- 

Boekbeume  Air  Force  -Base?  Columbus,  Obion  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities?  supply  faeiiities?  and  real  estate? 
$11,716,0907 

•Loring  Air  Boree  -Base,  -Limestone,'  Ma-huH  Operational 
and  teaming  faeiiities?  and  utilities,  $3?7-7--l-?0007 

MacDill  Air  Boree  Base?  Eampa?  Bterida :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,-  supply  facilities?  and  utilities, 
$3?57A?000r 

Malmstrom  Air  E oree  -Base?  threat  Balls?  Montana-  Of- 
and  training  facilities?  maintenance  facilities,  supply- 
3?  troop  housing,  and  utilities?  $4-?8£2?6Q07 
M-arch  Air  Boree  Base?  ■Riverside?  California :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities?  supply  facilities?  utilities?  and 
real  estate?  ^,-344?QOOr 

MeOoy  Air  Boree  Base? 
and  training  facilities,-  supply 
estate,  $5?ld??OOQ.- 

Mountain  Sense  Air 
Idahos  Operational  and 
and  community 

Offutt  Air  Boree  Base,'  Omaha?  Behrasha-- 
and  training  faeiiities?  supply  faeiiities?  and  real  estate 


mfar  Operational 
lies?  utilities?  and  real 


Ro 

JJtloU  • 


_  rni  T\r\  Itt 

9  ^rrT 


Bease  Air  Boree  Base?  Bortsmouth?  Bew  Hampshire-: 
Operational  and  training  faeiiities,'  and  supply  facilities? 
$940?000.- 
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Plattsburgh  Air  Perec  Pasey  Plattsburgh,  Aew  Perk-: 
Supply  faeiliticsj  and  utilities,  $208>000-.- 

Biehard  Bong  Air  Perec  Base7  Kansasvillc;  -Wisconsin-: 
Operational  and  training  faeiliticsj  maintenance  facilities? 
supply  facilities?  hospital  facilities?  treep  bousing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Perce  Base?  Salina,  -Kansas :  Operational 
and  training  facilities?  supply  facilities,  and  aidiiiea?  $2?- 
352?000.- 

-Tra-yis  Air  Perce  Base,  Pairficld,  California-:  Opera- 

fyi/vn  o  1  o  ~n  rl  f vfnvn in  ry  ~fo  Pil  1  h  c -  on  rn  1 1  fi o n A  1 1  fi  1 1  fi  o 

tiv/lltli  ttXITT  L  JL  1  cl  villi tiv o ^  pfi  \y  |./1  y  1  cl Llll  tlv oy  ttUtt  ll 1111 LlUo y 


Walker  Air  Perce  Basc7  -Roswell?  Hew  Mexiee-:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities?  supply  facilltios7  community 
facilities7  and  utilities7  $3,4-31,000: 

Wcstovcr  Air  Pereo  Base,  Chicopee  Pahs?  Massachu¬ 
setts-:  T-roep  heasing7  and  community  facilities,-  $4,345?QQ0t 

Whiteman  Air  P-oree  Base?  Knehnester7  Missouri :  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,'  supply  faeihtieS7  utdities7 
and  real  estate?  $5,485,000: 

TAC-TrCAfc  AIR  COMMAND 

Ocorgo  Air  Poreo  Base?  Mietoryille?  California:  Main  - 
■tenanec  faeilities7  $536-, 000: 

Bangley  Air  Peree  Base,  Hampton,'  -Virginiar  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities?  supply  faeilities7  and  utilities,-  $4,-371,000.- 
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Myrtle  Beach  Air  Feree  -Base,-  Myrtle  Beachy  South 
Iman  Operational  and  training  faeilitiesy  maintenanee  fa¬ 
cilities  troop  housing?  and  commundy  facilities,  $1,656, 000t 
Scwart  Air  Force  -Bascj  Smyrna,-  Tennessee-!  Troop 

Scymour-J-olnison  Air  Foree  -Bascy  Geldsboro?  Aerth 
Carolina-i  Operational  and  training  faeddiesy  supply  faeditics? 
troop  housing?  and  utilities,  $1,858,0667 

Shaw  Air  Force  Basey  Sumter?  South  Carolina :  Opera 
tional  and  training  facilities?  and  maintenanee  faeilitio3y 


Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,-  Georgia-: 
and  training  faeddies?  maintenanee  faeihtiesy  supply  facili- 
tiesy  troop  housing,  community  facilities?  utddies,  and  real 
estate?  $5,474y000-.- 


PPFGT  A  Tr 
PI  jliClAn 


Aarious 
$563-, 006. 


-v  Operational  and 


faeddies? 


A-i-ueiiAi-T  ce-NTnon  an©  -wa-rnixg  system 

locations :  Operational  and  training  faeditics, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  faeditics, 
administrative  faeilitiesy  famdy  housing,  troop  housingy  com¬ 
munity  faeddiesy  utilities,  and  real  estatcy  $46^6676667 
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the  Hnited  States 


AHfc  MATERIEL  COMMAND 


Various 

$696?000t 


facilities,  and  utilities? 


ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 


and  training 


and  training 


Air  IAtcc  Base-: 
facilities,  $380?000: 

Elmendorf  Air  Eoree  Basel 
facilities?  $-740?000.' 

King  Salmon  Airport!  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties?  $340,000? 

■Various  locations!  Operational  and  training 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities?  medical 
administrative  facilities?  troop  liou-sing,  community 
utilities  and  groimd  improvements?  and  real  estate, 
$21,986,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Eoree  Base,-  Oanal  Bene!  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 


-Various  locations!  Maintenance  facilities?  supply  facili¬ 
ties?  communities  facilities?  and  utilities?  $5?347?Q0Qt 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


48 


PAGIKO  AIR  FORGES 

II-ickam  Air  Foree  Basey  Honehduy  Hawaii  ■  Opera¬ 
tional  and  trailing  faeilitiesy  and  supply  facilities,'  $1-44, ■ OOA 

Midway  Island-:  Supply  faeilitiesy  $839,000. 

Various  leeations :  Operational  and  training  facilities,- 
maintenance  faedltios,-  supply  faeditics;  troop  housing,-  com¬ 
munity  faeditics,  and  atditiesy  $4-5y68ByQOO.- 
STRATEGIO  AIR  COMMAND 

Anderson  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  faeditfesy  and  supply  facilities,- 
$1,508,000? 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,-  Bue-rto  Bieou  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  faeili¬ 
tiesy  $043t0007 

Various  loeatienss  Operational  and  teaming  faeditiosy 
maintenanee  faeilitiesy  supply  facilities,  family  housings  troop 
housingy  community  faeilitiesy  and  utilities,-  $21,431,000. 

FNITE-B  SFATES  AiR  FORCES  IN  EUROrE 

u  Operational  and  training  faeddiesy 
faeilitiesy  supply  facilities,  medieal  faeilitiesy 
faeditics,  family  liousingy  troop  housingy  com¬ 
munity  facilities,-  and  utilities,'  $19y952,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONFROF  AND  WARNING  D 


Various  locations':  Operational  and  trancing  facilities, - 
maintenance  faeditics,  supply-  faeilitiesy  medieal  faeditics, - 
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uly  heusingy  troop  housingy  com¬ 
munity  faeilitiesy  and  utilities,  $2-9y-l  35,000. 


-V aliens  locations-? 


and 


facilities, 


See?  tlOtb  4be  Secretary  of  Ore  Air  Roree  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  mibtnry  installations  and  facilities  for 
ballistic  strategic,-  and  defense  missiles  by  acquiring^  eon- 
struetingy  converting,-  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  pnblie  worieq  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,-  appurtenanees,-  atilitiesy  and  equipment  in  the 
total  amount  of  <;8287,500y00tb 

See.  30tfi  4he  Secretary  of  the  Air  Recee  may  establish 
or  develop  Air  Rorec  installations  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  neeessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Roree  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  un- 


resea-reh  and 


or  im¬ 


proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  autborieatiott  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  seeurityy  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  aequircy  construct,  eonverty  rehabditatcy 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  werksy  including 

II.  R,  13015 - 4 
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and  equipment,  in  ike  total  amount  of  $10,-900,000:  Pro  ■ 
mdedj  Fkat  Ike  Secretary  of  Ike  Air  Force,-  or  kis  designee? 
shah  notify  tke  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  Ike 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  it  jM)n  iw 
a  final  decision  to  implement?  of  tke  coat  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  tkis  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  tkereto-.- 

S©0?  304.  -(a)-  4n  accordance  witk  tke  previsions  of 
section  40-7  of  tke  Act  of  September  47  1-954  -(OS  Stat?  4149,- 
1125) ,  as  amended?  tke  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  autkor- 
ized  to  construct?  or-  acquire  ky  lease  or  otherwise?  family 
bousing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community 
facilities  at  tke  following  locations  ky  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  tke  provisions  of  tke  Agricul¬ 
tural  Fradc  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  4954  -(98 
Statr  451)7  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  tke 
Credit  Corporation : 

Haj  es  Field-,  Azores,  900  units? 

■Kind-ley  Air  Force  Rase,  Bermuda,  900  units? 

-keen,  France?  409  units. 

-K-eflavik  Airport,  Iceland?  900  umts? 

Bengucrir  Airport,  Morocco?  948  units? 

Skb  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  995  units? 
dark  Air  Force  Base,  Bkihppines?  900  units? 

Air  Base?  Okinawa,  900  units. 
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area,-  Hpainy  460  mils. 


PaMo  aeeay  Hpainy  40  anitar 


iiliuiiiaAC- 

1 1  lv"  I  J  1  II  VO  . 


420  units? 


&w/a  Aie  Rase,  Spam?  470  anitar 

y  IPV4  Htatieny  United  Kingdom,  00  anitsT 
a  RAF  Stationy  United  FFingdemy  400  anitar 
FFAP  Htatieny  United  Kingdomy  00 


anitar 


RrFze  Keeton  RAP  Statinm  United  Kingdom,  245  anitar 
RAP  Stationy  United  Kingdom,  70  anitar 
is  Prieee  RAP  Station?  United  Kingdomy  SO 


anitar 


Fair  toed  RAF  Htatiom  United  Kingdom,  477-  anitar 
FFigd  WyeemFe  RAP  Station?  United  Kingdom?  440 

ivn l f q 
14111  to • 


Aeon?  United 


y  05  units-,- 


and 


f  anilities. 


RAF  Station?  United  Kingdomy 


22  units.- 

Tipper  FFevterd  RAP  Station,  United  Kingdomy  200 
Units.- 

Wetliersfieid  RAP  Stationy  United  Kingdomy  440  nnitsr 
-(F)-  Fn  aeeordanee  witF  tFe  provisions  ot  title  FA-  ot 
tFe  FFonamg  Amendments  of  4000  -(00  Stair  040)  as 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


52 


of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 

n v> c* n  o  it  O \t  n  ci  i  >  n  I  t  1  \  o 
iUl  VHvJd  1 c  11 1  v  \  Ito  jTtttJrlv 


Amended, ■  the 
construct  family 

n  f  j-l-)  a 
Ut  HI  v 

Inbide  the  United  St-ates 
Gamp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  450  «sfc 
Amarillo  Air  Force  Base-,-  Texas7  #00  units.- 
Beale  Air  Foree  Base7  Gahfornnp  070  uniter 
Bunker  Hid  Air  Force  Base7  Indiana-^  250  uniter 
Chanute  Air  Force  -Base,  I41inois7  450  uniter 
Clinton  County  Air  Foree  Base,  Ohio7  530  units.- 
Clin  ton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,-  50  uniter 
Glister  Air  Foree  Station^  Michigan,  400  uniter 
Donaldson  Air  Force  -Basc7  South  Carolina,  275  uniter 
Cooke  Air  Force  -Base,-  Califoriiia7  525  uniter 
Boyer  Air  Force  Base,-  Delaware,  500  uniter 
Dow  Air  Force  Base,-  Maine,  530  units. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Calif omia7  770  uniter 
Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,-  220  units.- 
Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  444  units.- 
Fort  Fee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  454  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  400  uniter 
Glasgow  Air  Force  Base7  Montana,  400  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,-  -North  Dakota7  744  units. 
Griffiss  Air  Force  Basc7  Few  -York,  270  uniter 
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Hamilton  Air  Force  Base?  California-  5§0  units.- 
Holloman  Air  fee  Base?  Hew  Mesieo?  400  uniter 
Jamas  €onnally  Air  Foree  Base?  Fexas?  300  uniter 
•Eecslcr  Air  -F orcc  Base,  Mississippi,-  200  units. 
Kinross  Air  Foree  Base?  Michigan,  470  units? 

H-  H  Sawyer  Airport?  Michigan?  §05  units. 
Kirtland  Air  Foree  -Base,  Hew  Mexico?  400  units? 


Bake  Charles  Air  -Force  Base,  Louisiana?  300  units. 
-Langley  Air  Force  -Base,  -Virginia-,-  §00  units? 
Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units? 
Lockboumc  Air  Foree  Base,  Ohio,-  400  units.- 
M-almstroin  Air  F orcc  Base?  Montana,  4§0  units? 
Mather  Air  Foree  Base?  California?  020  units? 
McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  4?000  units? 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base?  California,  §40  units? 
McCoy  Air  Foree  Base?  Florida?  000  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,-  Hew  Jersey?  l-,450  units? 
Minot  Air  Foree  Base?  Hortk  Dakota?  032  units? 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base?  Idaho?  270  units? 


Hehis  Air  Foree  Base?  Heeada?  200  units? 

Hiagara  Falls  Mimicipal  Airport?  Hew  ¥ork  200  units? 
Qtfutt  Air  -Foree  Base?  Hekraska?  040  units? 


Oxnard  Air  -Foree  Base, 


da?  345  units? 


Pease  Air  -Foree  Base,  Hew  Hampshire?  483  units? 
Presque  Isle  Air  Foree  Base?  Maine?  444  units. 
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Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base?  Wisconsin  900  uniter 
Rrohards-Gobaur  Air  Force  Base?  i\Hsseuri?  #40  uniter 
Robing  Air  Force  Base?  Georgia?  450  uniter 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas?  500  writer 
Sioux  Ghy  Municipal  Airport,-  Iowa?  255  writer 
Stewart  Air  -Force  Base?  Aew  York,  500  writer 
Suffolk  Gounty  Air  Forec  Base?  Few  -York,  520  writer 
S}^raeuse  Air  Force  Station?  Aew  York,  245  writer 
Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine?  477-  writer 
Traax  Field,  Wisconsin?  280  uniter 
Turner  Air  Force  Base?  Georgia?  200  uniter 
■United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado?  500  uniter 
A anee  Air  Force  -Base,  Oklahoma?  250  writer 
Westover  Air  Force  Base?  Massachusetts,  540  units.- 
-Whiteman  Air  Force  Base?  Missouri?  454  writer 
Williai ns  Air  Force  Base?  Arizona,  450  uniter 

Air  Force  Base?  Michigan?  548  uniter 
OUTSIDE  TfflB  UNITED  S-T-ATKB 
Air  Foree  Base,  Guam,  4?050  uniter 
Air  Foree  Base?  Hawaii,  500  uniter 
-(e)-  4n  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
-(a)-  of  the  -Housing  Amendments  of  -4955  -(59  Stat.  552)-, 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is 
to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations-? 
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Air  Eoree  Base? 


470  units. 


Carswell  Air  fee  Base,  Texas,  600  unitsr 
Craig  Air  Force  Base?  Alabama?  22te  uniter 
Da-vis-Monthan  Ah-’  Foree  Ease,  Arizona?  000  units: 
-Francis  Er  Warren  Air  Force  Ease,  Wyoming,  000 
unite. 

Hunter  Ak  Force  Base?  Georgia,  000  units. 


Eehy  Ak  Force  Base,  Texas,  OOAr 
-Lowry  Air  Foree  Base?  Colorado?  400  u-nitSr 
March  Air  Force  Ease,  California,  044  units. 
Maxwell  Air  Force  Ease,  Alabama,  200  uniter 
Mitehel  Air  Force  Ease,  Hew  -York,  020  uniter 
Randolph  Air  Force  Ease,-  Texas?  042  units. 
Reese  Air  Force  Ease?  Texas,-  440  uniter 
Shaw  Air  Forec  Ease?  South  Carolina?  400  units-.- 
Walker  Air  -Force  Ease?  Hew  Mexico,  000  uniter 


Air  -Force  Ease,  Ohio?  2?000  uniter 
Seg.  -305r  -(a)-  -Public  -Law  101,  Eighty  fourth  Con¬ 
gress?  as  amended?  is  amended?  under  the  heading  “Conti 
nent-ae  Fniteo  States”  in  section  304?  as  fellows- 

Fndcr  the  subheading  fern  defense  command”,  with 
respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Ease?  Falmouth,  Massachusetts,- 
strike  out  “$6?076-,000,”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  A$6?- 
5223000’-. 

Fnder  the  subheading  fefii  mateeibe  command”, 
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whh  rcspeet  to  Wright  Patterson  Air  Force  Basc7  Dayton7 
Ohny  strike  eel  fi$14,5087000^  and  insert  m  plaee  thereof 


fbf  Pubhe  Law  404j  Eighty-fourth  Congrcss-j  as 
amende d7  is  amended  by  striking  eat  in  clause  -(Of  ef  sec¬ 
tion  008  the  amounts  “$821,300,000”  and  “$4,3637  ■ 
i 89,000-  and  inserting  in  -place  thereof  “$826,038,000” 
and  4$1, 364,927,0044  rcspeetEelyr 

8eOt  OOOt  -faf  Pubhe  Law  0687  Eighty  fourth  Congress7 
as  amendedj  is  amended7  under  the  heading  “Inside  [sse 
Exceed  8eaees4  in  section  3047  as  follows-. 

Under  the  subheading  “aid  defense  command” — 
-(4f  with  respect  to  Fuluth  Municipal  -Airportj 
Eututbr  Minnesota,  strike  out  “$1,46-91-000-  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$4,6367OOOA 

f2f  -with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Eoreo  Base,  Fa4 
moutlp  Massachusetts!-  strike  out  “$41,577,0004  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,344,0004- 
Under  the  subheading  “aid  ma-tediel  command”,  with 
respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base7  Ogdeip-  Utah,  strike  out 
-“$4,-339^0004  and  insert  m  plaee  thereof  “$1,664,0004 
Under  the  subheading  Avid  tdaining  command”,  with 
respeet  to  James  Oonnahy  Air  Force  -Base,  -Waco,  Texas, - 
strike  out  “$4,687,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4- 
304,000”, 
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g  --STRATEGIC  Am  COMMAND”, 


Under  the 

with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Eoree  Base,-  Great  Fails? 
Montana?  strike  out  ‘‘$17586 ,000-  and  insert  m  plaee  thereof 
AH?726y000A 


-(b)-  Public  Law  968,-  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended?  Is  amended  by  striking  out  in  elanse  -(0)-  of  section 
400  the  amounts  “$841,342,000^  and  ^44^050^000^ 
and  inserting  in  plane  thercef  -‘$844,-3497000-’  and  “$1,450,- 
957,000-,  respectively. 

8-eCt  3077  -(a)-  Bublie  Law  85  241,  Eighty  fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  imdcr  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States’-’-  in  section  304?  as  follows-: 

Under  the  subheading  Ahr  defense  command^ — 
-(4)-  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Eoree  Base?  Glas- 
gewy  Montana?  strike  out  “$2,048,000-  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,390, 000-.- 

-(Of  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Eoree  Base? 
Kansas  City-,-  Missouri?  strike  out  “$1,100,000’-  and  in¬ 
sert  in  plaee  thereof  “$1,348?00QA 

-(3)-  with  respeet  to  ^Unot  Air  Eoree  Base?  Minot? 
Aorth  Dakota?  strike  out  “$6,804,990^  and  insert  in 
plaee  thereof  “$8,507,000-7 

-(4)-  with  respeet  to  Otis  Air  Eoree  Base?  Falmouth? 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  -“$559,000-’  and  insert  in  plaee 
thereof  “$615?000A 
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■Under  the  subheading  Avir  materiel  command”, 
with  -respect  to  -KeHy  Air  -Eoree  Ease,-  Ban  Antonio?  -Texes? 
strike  out  “$899,000”  and  insert  m  plane  thereof  “$1,128, 
OOOA 


Under  the 


command”,  with 


-%TR-A-TEOie  AIR  COMMAND- 


te  Perrin  Air  Eeree  Base,  Sherman?  -Texas?  strike  eat 
“$460>000”  and  insert  m  plane  thereof  “$6-37-, 000”? 

I  !  YUiov  f  hc 
U  Ji  Uvl  taru 

-(E)-  with  respeet  te  Barksdale  Air  Eeree  Ease, 
Shreveport?  Louisiana?  strike  out  “$3,-344?000”  and 
insert  in  plane  thereof  “$3,633,OOOA 

-(B)-  with  respeet  to  Beale  Air  Eeree  Base?  -Marys 
vide?  California,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and  insert  in 
plane  thereof  A$9',08-7?000”. 

-(3(-  with  respeet  to  MaeDill  Air  Eeree  Base? 
-Tampa?  Elerida?  strike  out  ii$9d6,000”  and  insert  in 
plane  thereof  “$1-,268,000”t 

-(4)-  with  respeet  to  Portsmouth  Air  Eeree  Base? 
Portsmouth?  Hew  Hampshire?  strike  out  “$2,344,000” 
and  insert  in  plane  thereof  “$2,947,000”. 

-(5)-  with  respeet  to  Whiteman  Air  Eeree  Base? 
Eneb  Hester?  -Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000^  and  insert 


in  plane  thereof  E$-306,OOOA 

-(h)-  Bobhe  Paw  85  -2 -IE,  -Eighty  fifth  Congress,  is 
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hy  striking  ont  in  elanse  -{Of  of  section  505  the 
amoants  “$894-, 070^)00”  mal  -$00-1,781,000”  atnl  inserting 
m  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  awl  A$007-7460,000”, 
rcspectivclyT 

gB6r  OOSt  -(a)-  Fahlie  -haw  85-325,  Eighty  fifth  Gow 
gress7  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “-ap-erp  apfb  dipper 
PA*  0P  STR-ATEOie  APR  COMMAND  EORCEP”  in  Section  4-; 
as  follows-? 

-f4f  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Ah  Foree  Ease,- 
Gca-nd  -F or-ks,-  Hortk  Dakota^  strike  eat  1£$895-,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof?  $1,892,009A 

-(5)-  with  respect  to  Minot  Ah  Force  -Ease,  Minot? 
Horth  Hakota?  strike  ont  -0|80-7,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  -“$lyl79,000”. 

-f8}-  with  inspect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Ease?  Mountain  -Home,  Idaho,  strike  ont  -$4,-380?00011 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5?479-,000’’7 

-f4)-  with  respect  to  Off  aft  Ah  Force  Ease7  Omahn7 
Mehraska?  strike  ont  -$090,000-’  and  insert  in  plaee 
thereof  0$909?OOOA 

-(h)-  Fnhhe  Faw  85  325,  Eighty-hfth  Congress?  is 
amended  hy  striking  ont  in  section  0  the  ameant  -'$549— 
0^  and  inserting  in  plaee  thereof  ‘ ‘$552^ 057-000’-’- 
Seo?  009v  Section  9  of  the  Ah  Force  Academy  Aet7 
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as  amended  -{OS  Statr  4^  is  further  amended  hy 
out  in  the  first  sentence  the  figure  “$1-3-5, 425^000”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  pia.ee  thereof  the  figure  “$1-30, -797, 000-”.- 

SfiGr  340t  4he  last  paragraph  under  the  heading  -■re¬ 


search-  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND-’  in  title  HI  of 
Buhlie  Law  1  OH  -Eighty-fourth  Congress  -(69  Stah  -342) 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“Various  Locations :  Research,-  development,  and  opera 
tional  facilities  -(including  not  more  than  $3-57,000  for  an 
efidbase  roadway  approximately  ten  mdes  in  length  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape  Canaveral — an  aux¬ 
iliary  to  Patrick  Air  Eorco  -Base)  $20,000,000.-’ 

4he  amendment  made  hy  this  seetion  is  effective  from 
March  H  -1 0f>6r 

HIHLE  IV 

SeOt  401.-  Hie  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
develop  installations  and  facilities  required  for 
research  projects  and  in  connection  therewith  may  ar 
construety  convert.,-  rehahilitatey  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  puhhe  -works,-  Including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation 7  appurtenances,  ittdities  and  equipment,-  in  the 
total  amount  of  $5Q,000,OOOt 

Hrn  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in  detail  semi- 
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1  annually  In  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the 

2  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  the  cxcr- 

3  eise  of  the  authority  granted  hy  this  thlm 

4  4-4T-LE  ¥ 

5  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

6  S®er  50-1.  The  Secretary  ol  -Defense  and  the  Secret  any 

7  of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 

8  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Aet  without 

9  regard  to  sections  -3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes?  as 

10  amended  -(34  4b  Sr  Gv  539?  40  4b  Sv  Gv  35%  304%  and 

11  sections  47-7-4  -(d)-  and  9774  -fd%  of  title  4%  United  States 

12  Code.  Ehe  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  bn- 

13  provements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin- 

14  ist-rntion,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to 

15  construction.  Ehe  authority  may  he  exercised  before  title 

16  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 

# 

17  Statutes,  as  amended  -(40  4b  Sr  355%  and  even  though 

18  the  land  is  held  temporarily-.  4he  authority  to  acquire  real 

19  estate  or  land  'includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 

20  acquire  land;  and  interests  in  land  -(including  temporary 

21  use)-  by  gift?  purchase?  exchange  of  Government-owned 


22  land?  or  otherwise. 

23  Se€-.  503t  44tere  are  authorized  to  he  appropriated  such 
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sums  as  may  fee  necessary  lee  tfee  purposes  el  this  Aety  feel 
appropriations,-  lee  pufefee  weeks  projects  authorized  fey  titles 
4y  44y  144y  and  4U  shad  eet  eneeed — 

-f4)-  lee  title  4s  Inside  tfee  United  States,- 

$112,248yQQ(4y  out-sfele  tfee  United  Statesy  $8,7-42,000  ■ 
seetien  402y  $201,121,000-?  seetiee  4 U4y  $40-, -000^00? 
ee  a  total  el  $3-32, 074, OOP 

-f2}-  lee  title  44s  Inside  tfee  United  Statesy 

$21 7, 3 64,  OQUy  oetside  tfee  United  States-,-  $16,384,06(4? 
Section  202y  $7-5y3 04,-00(4?  scetion  204y  $14), 000, 000 ; 
ee  a  total  el  $41-9, 048, 000. 

-(4)-  lee  title  444s  Inside  tfee  United  Statesy 

$536,218,090-?  outside  tfee  Ifented  Statesy  $424y654,000-y 
seetien  402y  $28A,-506y99O?  seetien  404y  $40y000y000; 
ee  a  total  el  $957-,67-2yOOO.- 

-(4)-  lee  title  4Ae  $50,000yG00v 
Se6.  504:  Any  el  tfee  amounts  named  fet  titles  4y  44y  and 
444  el  tfeis  Aet  may,  in  tfee  discretion  el  tfee  Sccretaey  con¬ 
cerned?  fee  increased  fey  5  pee  centum  lee  peejccts  inside 
tfee  United  States  and  fey  40  pee  centum  lee  projects  outside 
tfee  44 4 ted  States.  However-,  tfee  total  cost  el  all  projects 
in  eaefe  suefe  title  may  net  fee  mere  tfean  tire  total  amount 
authorized  to  fee  appropriated  lee  projects  in  tfeat  tk-icr 

Se07  50-U  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  pro¬ 
vided  fey  tfee  Aet  ol  September  4y  49-51  -f08  StaU  4419) , 
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the  Aet  el  Only  46?  4055  -(60  Stab  324) ,  and  the  Aet  d 
August)  A  4956  -(70  Stat.  991)  7  for  the  provision  el  family 
housing  shah  he  available  lee  the  construction  el  family 
heusing  at  any  installations  lee  which  appropriated  heed 
lamily  housing  is  authorized  te  he  eensteueted  undee  titles 
4  and  444  el  this  Aetr 

Sec.  505-.-  Wlicncvcr — 

-(4)-  the  Resident  determines  that  compliance  with 
seetion  3-34-3  -(h)-  el  title  46?  ©nited  States  Code,  lee 
centeacts  made  undee  this  Aet  lee  the  establishment  ee 
development  el  militaey  installations  and  facilities  in 
foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  el 
this  Act;  and 

-(3)-  the  Secretary  el  ©dense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  d  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  these  eentraets^  the  -President  may 
exempt  these  contracts  from  the  requirements  d  that 
seetiem 

Se6v  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  ©nited  States  undee 
this  Aet  shall  he  awarded?  insofar  as  practicable?  en  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  te  the  lowest  responsible  bidder?  if  the  national 
security  wih  net  be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent 
with  chapter  434  d  title  40?  ©nited  States  Cede?  and  sec¬ 
tion  4-5  d  the  Aet  d  August  0?  1955  -(69  Stab  544?  554)-t 
dbe  Secretary  d  Defense  and  the  Secretaries  d  the  mhi- 
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toy  departments  shah  report  semi-  annually  to  the  -Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  -Repre¬ 
sentatives  witk  respeet  to  ah  contracts  awarded  on  other 
than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

SeOt  50-7-.-  As  of  July  4?  1-959,  ah  authorization  for  mili¬ 
tary  public  works  to  he  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of 
a  military  department  in  eonneetien  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  instahations  and  facilities,  and  ah 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefore  that  are  contained 
in  -Acts  approved  before  August  -4-?  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed? 
except — 

-(4)-  Authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro  ¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the 
titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions ; 

-(2j-  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects 
as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
construction  eontraets  or  land  acquisition  in  -whole  or 
m  part  before  July  4?  1959-,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor; 

-(h)-  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for 
family  housing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000-, -000  that  is 
contained  in  section  502  of  the  Aet  of  July  44?  4952 
*(6fi  Stub  606-,-  622)  ; 

-(4)-  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the 
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of  funds  lb  a  t  see  contained  in  sections 
2-231-2238  of  title  40y  United  States  Godey  as  amended 
-(50  U^  Sr  Gr  8^  8^  8^  8464)- 

-f5f  the  authorisation  fee  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Gommunieationsy  Uranecy  in  the  amount  of  S30y- 
QOOyOOO  that  is  eontained  in  title  O  section  4<42y  of  the 
Aet  of  duly  44y  4052  -(66  Stair  606y  606H 

-(Of  the  autherkatien  foe  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amonnt  of  SOOOOyOOO  that  is  contained  in 
title  U  section  402y  of  the  Act  of  Septemhee  280  4054 
-(65  Stah  3hfh  346)- 

-fT)-  the  nuthockatien  foe  public  weeks  and  foe  the 
appeopeiation  of  funds  that  aee  eontained  in  the  Act  of 
Aped  4y  1954  -(63  Stair  4-7-)-,  as  amended-;  and 

-(-8)-  notwithstanding  the  peevisien  of  section  506  of 
the  Aet  of  August  30y  4-057-  -(74  Statr  53-fy  55S)-7  the 
authorkation  foe-r 

-(a)-  jet  engine  test  eeds  in  the  amount  of  $4y- 
850yf)66  at  the  Aaval  Aie  Station?  Anefolhy  Virgmiay 
that  is  contained  in  title  44y  section  204  undee  the 
heading  ‘  ‘  C  on  tinenta-e  United  Spates”  and  suh- 
licading  -aviation  EAeiMTiEtG  of  the  Aet  of 
■August  7y  4053  -(67  Slat-  44-Oy  442fr  as  amended-; 
-(h)-  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
IF.  E.  13015 - 5 
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amount  of  $2-2 5-, 000  at  tke  Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
Station^  El  Centre^  California^  navigational  aids  in 
tke  amount  of  $A90j000  at  tke  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  El  ¥01%  California^  rosearek  and  dcvclop- 
mont-  facilities  in  tke  amount  of  $4,8047000  at  tke 
Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station?  Trenton,  New 
Jersey;  and  navigational  aids  in  tke  amount  of 
$400?000  at  tke  Naval  Am  Station?  Wkidkey  Island, ■ 
Waskington-7  tkat  are  eontained  in  title  44?  section 
2047  under  tke  keading  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  AwtAtHON  eacilitieC- 


of  tke  Aet  of  July  277  4004  -{08  Stat.  535?  040)-, 
as  amended: 

Se-07  508t  Section  408  -(kf  of  tke  Aet  of  June  4-7?  4000 
-{64  Stat.  2-36,  245)-,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Seg.  500;  Section  545  of  tke  Aet  of  July  457  4055 
-f60  Stat.-  324?  352)  7  as  amcndcd7  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

~Se©t  515.  During  fiscal  years  4058  through  and  in¬ 
cluding  1961,  tke  Secretaries  of  tke  Army,  Nav}r,  and  Air- 
Eorce,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  koasing  facilities 
at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignments  as 
public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  tkeir  dependents, 
if  anyj  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  ky  tke 
Secretary  of  Defense?  or  kis  designee?  tkat  tkere  iS  ft  IftCli 
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el  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  seek  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  skak  ke  leased  en  a 
lankly  er  individual  unit  kasis  and  net  mere  tkan  k-ve  thou  ■ 
sand  el  snek  units  may  ke  se  leased  at  any  ene  timer  Ex¬ 
penditures  lee  tke  rental  el  snek  housing  facilities  may  ke 
made  eut  el  appropriations  available  fee  maintenance  and 
operation  knt  may  net  exceed  $-1-50  a  montk  fee  any  snek 
amtA- 

^E6r  540r  Seetien  49k  el  tke  Act  el  -August  4956 
-f 76  Slat-.-  9947  -1015 is  amended  te  eead  as 

A$fier  406r  -(-a)-  4ke  Secretary  el  a  military 
may  acquire  any  inteeest  in  land  tkat — 

~-{4)-  ke  ee  kis  designee  determines  is  needed  m  tke 

i  ii  t  mmcf  rii:  ii  n  f  l  Ail  o  1  /I  i  if/in  yj/i  *  o  ii  /I 

lilt  vl  vO  l'  Ul  lilt  tlUllcll  v.1  vl  JL 1  Ov  ^  ell  1  vl 

^-2-)-  dees  net  eest  meee  tkan  $2-5yOOO  (exclusive  el 
eests  and  tke  amounts  el  any  dekeieney 


4his  seetien  dees  net  authorise  tke  acquisition,  as  paet  el 
tke  same  prejeety  el  two  or  mere  eentigueus  pareels  el  land 
tkat  together  eest  mere  tkan  $2-5,006.-” 

S^Or  544r  Section  408  -(a)-  el  tke  Act  el  August  67 
1956  -f70  Statr  994y  4046f7  is  amended  ky  adding  tke  Id¬ 
le  wing  new  sukseetien  at  tke  end  thereof: 

^-(5)-  Ae  determination  tkat  a  project  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired  shall  ke  necessary  for  projects,  tke  eest  el  which  is 
net  in  excess  el  $5,000.-- 
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SeOt  544:  Subsection  -(a)-  ^  sedion  406  el  Ike  Ad 
el  August  60y  195-7  -(74  Stat.-  5347  556)  T  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows  : 

‘--(a)-  notwithstanding  Ike  previsions  el  any  ether  favq 
and  effective  duly  47  4556,  no  family  kensing  units  skak  ke 
contended  fee  oe  acquired  al  oe  in  support  of  military  instafla- 
lions  oe  activities  nnless  Ike  adnal  number  of  units  involved 
kas  keen  specifically  authorized  ky  an  annual  miktaey  eon- 
slmclion  authorization  Ad  except  -(4)-  kensing  units  required 
to  ke  acquired  pursuant  to  Ike  provisions  of  seetion  404 
of  Ike  Housing  Amendments  of  f-Ofibq  -(4)-  kousing  units 
leased^  utilizing  available  operation  and  maintenance  appro 
priations,  for  terms  of  one  yeaa-  whether  renewable  or  nety 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  piii  silent  to  tlic  pi 0 
visions  of  section  447  of  the  Ad  of  August  A  4556  -(70  Stair 
5547  401-8)  ■;  and  -(d)-  rental  guaranty  family  housing  author¬ 
ized  under  section  304  of  Ike  Aet  of  duly  44j  4952  -(66  Stair 
6667  622)  ;  and  -(4)-  to  Ike  extent  that  any  of  Ike  author¬ 
isation  of  subsection  404  -(b^  404  -(b^  and  304  -(h)-  of 
this  Ad  to  construct  housing  at  locations  specified  therein 
are  not  utilized,  suck  authorization  may  ke  escreised  to  con¬ 
strue!  housing  at  other  locations-:  P-revkhd,  4hat  Ike  total 
number  of  housrng  units  to  ke  constructed  under  Ike  authority 


of  this  subsection  may  not  exceed  for  any  service  40  per 
centimi  of  Ike  total  number  of  units  authorized  in  its  sub- 
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wled,  f urther,  Tlatt  the  Beercfarios  of  the  throe 
military  departments,  or  the  designee  el  eadq  shah  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Berviees  ol  the  Benatc  and  House 
ol  Representatives  immediately  upon  reselling  a  hmd  decision 
to  utilise  the  authority  granted  hy  this  section? 

-THERE  AH 

KEPE-RVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 
Bec?  601 .  Title  4tt?  Emted  B tales  Code^  is  amended  as 
follows? 

-ft-)-  That  part  ol  seetion  4433  -fa)-  that  precedes  clause 
-(4)-  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows  :■ 

^4433?  Acquisition 

Subject  to  sections  42-33  a,  443R  443^  4436^  and 
4238  of  this  title  and  subsection  -(e)-  of  this  section,-  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may — ~ 

-f4)-  Beetion  4433  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsections  at  the  end  thereof-! 


U 


-f e}-  The  Beeretary  of  Defense  may 
planning,-  construction  design7  and  architectural  services  in 
with  facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under 


this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise  authorized  by  law.” 
“-(f)-  Eaeilitics  authorized  by  subsection  -fa)-  shah-  not 
‘military  public  wetted  under  the  provisions  of 


the  military  construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal  prior 
authorizations  for  military  public  worhs.-” 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 


70 


-fd)-  Fbe 


dug  new  section  is  inserted  after  sects 


223d-: 
^22dda; 
^fo 


or  contribution  that  is  more  than 


$50,000  may  be  made  under  section  223-3  of  ibis  title  for 
any  facility  that  boo  not  been  authorized  by  ft  law  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve  foreeor 
Phis  requirement  dees  not  apply  to  tbe  followings 
“  (a)  Facilities  acquired  by  leaser 

“  (b)  Fatalities-  acquired,-  constructed,--  expanded,  re- 
habilitatod7  converted,  or  equipped  to  restore  or  replace 
facilities  damaged  or  destroyed:  where  tbe  Senate  and  tbe 
House  of  Representatives  have  been  notifieel  of  that  aetionF 
-(4)-  Fbe  analysis  of  ebapter  490  is  amended  by  Inserting 

tbe  following  new  itenK 
“9933ft-.-  Limitation. ^ 

Sset  092  -fa)-  Section  0  of  tbe  ^brtienaf  Hefcnse  -Faei-b 
Ities  Aet  of  4950y  as  amended  by  paragraph  -fa)-  of  tbe  Aet 
of  August  4-955,  chapter  002  f99  Statr  990) and  by 
section  2-  of  tbe  Act  of  August  2%  19577  -Publie  haw  85  2-15 
-f74  StaO  4Sb)-7  is  amended  by  striking  out  tbe  words  9n  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $580,000,000  over  a  period  of  tbe  next 
eight  fiscal  years  commencing  with  hseal  year  4951-,’-.- 
-(b)-  Section  0  -(a)-  of  tbe  National  Hcfensc 
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el  4-950-  as  amended  hy  seetion  444  el  the  Aet  el 
-August  §7  4956y  chapter  030  -fTO  >Stah  4018-)-7  is  amended 
hy  striking;  out  the  words  Amd  without  regard  te  Ike  mone¬ 
tary  kmitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this  s  cation”. 

&E07  003t  Subject  te  chapter  433  el  title  40y  United 
States  Code,  tke  Secretary  el  Defense  may  estahlisk  er  de¬ 
velop  tke  folio  wing  laeikties  for  reserve  forces : 


f4f  -For 


el  tke  Aavy-i 


^AW-A-fr  EJM¥E 


y aval  Air  Station  -(Dobbins  Air  Ueree  Base)-,-  Atlanta, 
Georgian  Training  faekitiesy  $480y000. 

kiawai  Air  Statieny  Dallasy  Texasn  Supply  faekitics  and 


Aavai  Air  Statieny  Denvery  Goleraden  Maintenance  fa- 
ekitiesy  utkitiesy  and  land  acquisition?  $652,004 

Aaval  Air  Statieny  Gknviewy  J-llinoian  bAvigatienul  aids 
and  ntkitiesy  $470y000.- 

Aaval  Air  Statiem  Crosse  44ey  Miekigaen  Airkeld  light- 
ingy  $147y000. 

Aaval  Air  Statieny  Dos  Alamitos,  Californian  Opera- 
tienal  and  training  laekitiesy  kqnid  fueling  and  dispensing  fa- 
ekitiesy  airfield  lighting?  and  land  aequisition,  $1,992,000? 

Aavnd  Air  Statieny  htew  Orleans  (Alvin  Callender 
Dieldfy  Bonisianan  Administrative  faeiliticsy  community  fa- 
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ahtsy  operational  faciliticsy  supply  faeili- 
tiesy  maintenance  facilities,  awl  land  acquisition,  $2,447,000. 

Naval  Air  Station-,  New  Merky  New  Mork-:-  Airfield 
lighting,-  f-khOyOAh 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Eahsy  New  Aoek-:  Opera- 

Naval  Ar  Station7  Olathcy  Kansas-*  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $57-0, 00 A 

Naval  Air  Station^  South  Wcynrouthy  Massachusetts-* 
Ktilitios,  $407-000, 

Naval  Air  Stationy  Widow  Grovcy  he  nnsyl  vania*  I-Jtili- 


tiesjfOAOOA 

VAAAL  RESERVE  (SERFAGE) 

Alameda,  California:  w- 
$128,000,  -■■■•;  •  -  • 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Eaeilityr  Rloennngteny  ln- 
dianas  Training  facilities,  $05,000.- 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Kos- 
totty  Massachusetts  Training  facilitiesy  $4OA000t 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Kncilitvy  Centraliay  Washing  - 
ton-.  Training  faciliticsy  $8-ly000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Eacility,  Ghidieothey  Ohio* 
Training  faciliticsy  $4007000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Eaeilhy-y  Oanvilhy  Ken¬ 
tucky*  Training  facilities^ 
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ark,  York: 


iltTTTT 


Taval  Reserve  Training  Center 
.g  facilities,  $7-0,000. 

To#  Rcbuy-Ior,  Tew  York: 
ties,  $1-20,000-.- 

Taval  Reserve  -Electronics  Facility,  -Hayward,  Catifor- 
nias  Training  facilities  and  brad  acquisition,  $99,000:- 

Travel  and  Marine  Corps  -Reserve  Training  Center;, 

Taval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa  City,  Iewa-: 
doing  facilities,-  $-97-jOOOt  V  -  '  " 

Master  Coittrol  Radio  Station,  Tew  Orleans,  -Louisiana : 
Gomnn-ffiieations7  $240,000.- 

Taval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  -fTani- 
water^  Washington-^  Training  facilities,  $47,00# 

1ST  o  vnl 

XVTrTTel 

Training 

Taval  Reserve  Flee  Ironies  Facility,  Re#  dneago,  Oab- 
fomi-au  Training  facilities,  $91 ,000r 

Taval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Ran 
dose,  California^  Land  acquisition,  $78,OOOt 

Saint  Petersburg,  Florida^  Waterfront  operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $2#000r 

Taval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Steubenville,  Ob  oh  Land  acquisition,  $18,000r 


i  Training  Center-,  Pasadena,  Californiar 
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Naval  Reserve  -Training  Center-?  While  Oak  (Lewiston)  , 
Maryland-*  Training  facilities,  $557?000r 

Naval  Reserve  Eleetronies  Facility,  Yakima,  Washing  ■ 
ton-*  Training  facilities?  $48?000r 

MARINE  COE  PS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Gorps  Reserve  Training  Center-,  -Lynchburg, 
Y-irginiar  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition?  $088t000t 
Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Memphis,-  Ten¬ 
nessee-:  Training  facilities?  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center? 

Mol  inn  TllinmV  Trnininn-  fneilitioq  &1  ^Q-000 

IVlt'IU Lv  j  J1  Ill lUlo  •  L  *  < t  II 1 1 1  lo  i c tv T l Itl Ulbj  1  yUUV/“# 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center? 
-Pasadena-,-  California-:  Training  facilities, 

-(g)-  Per  department 


AIR  force 


-A  TtflvcTtrfi  -  A  i  as 

JL-V  111  1 .1  L  VV  [S  1 1 11 

il  n  f\ 

XT  ttTTtt 


-Base,  Camp  Springs? 


Bakalar  Air  Foree  -Base,  Columbns,-  Indiana-: 
tional  and  training  facilities-?  utilities  and  ground  improve 
monts,  and  land  acquisition-,  $3,-174?000. 

Bates  Field?  Mobile?  -Alabama :  M-aintcnanec  facility? 
$97-000:- 

Bradley  Field?  Windsor  Locks?  Connecticut :  Mainte¬ 
nance  facility  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, - 
$160?000. 
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-fin vis  Field;  Mushogee7  Oklahoman  Mftwlmiw  facility; 
and  supply  facility-,-  $325,000. 

tenanec  facility;  ami  operational  ami  training  facilities, 
$17-3-, 000. 

Orenicr  Air  Force  Base;  Manchester,  Ae-w 
Operational  and  training  faeilitum  $180,000. 

Biehards-Brebaur  Air  Force  Base;  Belton, 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $101,000. 

Aaval  Air  Station  -(Alvin  Callender  Field)  Orleans 
Barisb;  fiouisianar;  Operational  and  training  facilities-, 

tcoo  pop 

Aaval  Air  8l  atiom  Widow  Orovm  fiennsylvanian  Main¬ 
tenance  facility;  $9-3;OOOr 

APR  PATI(->NAB  (i-PABD  OP  PHP  CMC  St 

Alpena  County  Airport;  Alpena;  Michiga 
and  training  facilities;  and  dospital  and  medical  facilities; 


n  in  A 
CtTTvt 


Barnes  Fields  Westfield,  Massachusetts : 

facilities-;  $740,000.- 
Bethel  Air  National  Onard  -Base,-  Bethel;  Minnesota-: 
Site  improvements.,  $500^00t 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport;  Birmingham,-  Alabama : 
and  training  facilities; 
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Byrd  Fieldy 


ly  Virginia:  Supply  facilities-,- 


Oamp  WiHiamsy  Gamp  Douglas, 
and  training  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois-:  Supply  ffteilitics,- 
$78:,000. 

lies  Moines  Municipal  A  irport-  4fin  Moincsy  -I-ewa-? 

training  facilitiesy  maintonaneo  facilitiesy  supply  facilities,-  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $-1-, 308,000. 

Grenier  A4r  Foree  Base,  Manchester,  Atew  Hampshire-: 
Operational  and  training  facilitiesy  $-470,000: 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airporty  Gulfport,  Mississippi-: 
Supply  facifitiesy  $302y000: 

-Hay-ward  Municipal  Airporty  Haywardy  California : 
Operational  and  training  facilitiesy  $l-l-3y000: 

Mensley  Fioldy  Grand  Prairie,-  Texas-:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $4y8  02,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,-  Aovada:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  supply  faeilitiesy  $459,000: 

Hel-logg  -Fieldy  Battle  Greedy  Michigan-:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvement,  $4, 130, 000. 

-Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,-  Albuquerque,  Hew  Mexico ; 
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Operational  and  training  facilities?  and  supply  facilities, 
$■570,000. 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airporty  -Martinsburgy  West  Vir- 
ginia :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $123,000. 

O’Harc  International  Airporty  Chicago,'  Illinois :  Operar- 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $l,099y000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario,  California-? 
Operational  amt  training  facilities,  $j-2-7,000. 

Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon :  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  faeiliticsy  $233,000. 

Eosecrans  Field,  Saint  Joseph, 
training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Eieo-r 
Supply  facilities,  $70,000 . 

Shy  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenixy  Arizona-:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $655,000: 

Standiford  Field,-  Fouisvilley  Kentucky-?  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  amt  administrative  facllitiesy  $7-45,000? 

Theodore  Pr  Green  -Airporty  Providence,  Ehodc  Islands 
Operational  and  training  faeilitiesy  $24-3yOOO? 

-Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Georgian  H-ousingy  supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  utilities,  $317,000? 

■Various  locations-:  Eurnvay  arrestor  barriers,  $300y000.~ 

-fd)-  For  Department  of  the  Army-: 
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ARMY  RESBRYE 

•Batavia?  Yew  Yorkr  Training  facilities?  $174-, 000; 
Beekley?  -West  Virginia;  Training  facilities,- 

m  f  WT iQAA-i^ oj ii. »  riPyn  i ii  1 1  \ o*  f n  o il  i 4 1 o ci  OOP  - 

/ 1 1 1  y  VV  loL'Ullolll  •  JL  A  it  111  11 1^  1  Ml"  IJIllvu,  ^jp  -L •  j  v  vU  • 

b?  Yew  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000: 
*?  Ohio :  Training  facilities-,  $40?0OQ7- 
Gkeyemte?  Wyoming :  Training  facilities,-  $449,000; 

Bargo,-  Yorth  Dakota f  Training  facilities  $449-1)00.- 

"1^1*01  unnf  011  1  tV*  1  111  11  O*  fp  f*ll  1  f  1  PM  ,^-t  IQ 

-L  1  11 111/11  L  y  ttltlOl  TlTTT  l  iriTTg-  1  Ml' 111  rjp  JL  1  t/j\J \J\  *  • 

1  1  ti  l  no)  >i  l  o?/>» -  TlltiiAio  •  HHiS't  tit  i  n  n*  1* a  ml  i  f  i  o o_  /-xV  fYQfV 
\1  cl  i  Id  hJ  l  IX  ^  j  1  IitllUTil  •  L  1  (1  ill  iTif^  TcC’CTTIt'lv  iS~  rp.I  f  /  |  ,  V/  V7  V* . 

Greenwood?  Sontk  Oarolina-r  Training  facilities  $85?000r 
rdy  kew  York  -(Yr2)--:-  Training  faeilitiesy 


\  1  11  ft  j~)l  j *1  1  1  1 1  AC  ffc.QQ _( 
rTtltr  A  l-l  l'I  v  o  j  rip  t/  t_J  y  \ 

K-ewaunee?  -Wisconsin-;  Training  facilities  $-1577000-. 


tlT 


Oklahoma  Gity?  Oklahoma  -( Yr2 )  -r  Tran 


™rys  Ohioo  Training  facilities  $449-, 000.- 

*an  o-rannng  facilities-,  $449^000.- 

rn  .  rp„n'  • 


Salinas,  Oahfomia-r  Training  facilities 
Sinton,-  Texas-;  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 
Stockton,  Oalifornia:  -Training  facilities,  $104, -000. 
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Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $-289,0007 
Weirton7  West  Virginia :  Training  faeilities7  $44-9, -000r 
Ban  Tesej  California :  Head  improvements,  $844,0007 
hand  acquisition-?  Training  facilities,-  $41-9,000. 

AIIM-Y  FA-TIOAAL  GFAED  OF  FREE  FF-ITED  SFAFE8 

(ARMORY) 

Aekcrman,  Mississippi  ■  Training  faeil-ities,  $54,000. 
Agawam,  Massachusetts-:  Training  facilities, 

Ashford,  Alabama-?  Training  facilities,  $-70,000. 
Berkley-,-  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $2 
Belton,  Booth  Carolina-;  Training  facilities,  $42-2^000.- 
Berryvillc,  Arkansas-?  Training  faeilitics,  $457000? 
Bcrcyvillc,  Virginia-?  Training  faeiht-ies7  $1357000.- 
Bethel,  Alaska-:  Training  faeilitics,  $180,000. 
Caklwell,  Ohio-?  Training  faeihties7  $135,000r 
Calhoun,  Ccorgia?  Training  faeilitics,  $440,0007 
Chester,  -Pennsylvania  :  Training  facilities^-  $2067000? 
Espanokq  hfew  Mexico-:  Training  facihtles7  $57,000? 

Caincsvillc,  Tevas-:  Training  facilities,  $111,000? 
Hollister,  California-?  Training  facilities,-  $105,000? 
Honey  Crove,  Texas :  Training  facilities,-  $90,000? 
Jmneos,  Puerto  Bice-?  rl raining  facilities-, - 
Livingsten7  Tennessee-?  Trainmg  faeilitics, 
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Mayagucz,  -Puerto  Rico  :  Training 
Middlcbor-o,  Kentucky- :  Training  facilities,  $1-30?0007 
Northwest  Saint  -Paul,  Minnesota-:  Training  facilities, 
$430,000; 

Rigby,  Idaho-:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Salem?  South  Dakota-:  Training  facilities,  $14>0?Q007 
Saranac  Lake,  Hew  -York:  Training  facilities,  $300;000. 
Shallottc7  Herth  Carolina-:  Training  facilities,  $05? 
Smithficld,  Korth  Carolina:-  -Training  facilities? 

South  Portland?  Maine-:  Training 
Sturgis,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $220?000. 
Swan-ton-,-  -Vermont-:-  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 
Valparaiso,  Indiana-:  Training  facilities,  $-1887000.- 
Whitman,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,-  $1707000r 
Whitmire,  South  Carolina-?  Training  facilities?  $007000 
Winncmueca?  -Nevada:  Training  facilities,-  $440-, 000. 


■ARMY  NATIONAL  GUABD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  (NON 

ABMOBY)  4 

Augusta,  Maine :  Administrative  facilities?  $90?00Q. 
Burlington?-  Vermont-:  Supply  facilities?  $208-, 000.- 
Oamp  -Beauregard?  Louisiana :  Supply  facilities,  $325,- 

000v 

Camp  Dodge,-  -Iowa:  Supply  facilities,  $120-, -000. 
Concord,  Ne-w  Hampshire-:  Supply  facilities,  $145,-000.- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


81 


Kalispcll,  Montana :  Maintenance  facilities, 

Trenton,  Hew  Jersey : 

-f4)-  Tor  all  reserve  components :  facilities  made  nec¬ 
essary  fey  changes  in  tfee  assignment  of  weapons  or  equip¬ 
ment  to  reserve  forees  units^  if  tfee  Secretary  of  Defense  or  feis 
designee  determines  tfeat  deferral  of  suefe  facilities  for  fnefer- 
sien  in  tfee  nest  law  authorizing  appropriations  for  specific 
facilities  for  reserve  forees  would  fee  inconsistent  witfe  tfee  in¬ 
terests  of  national  security  and  if  tfee  Secretary  of  Defense 
or  feis  designee  notifies  tfee  Senate  and  tfee  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  tfee  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility 
to  fee  undertaken  under  this  sufeseetiom 

SeOt  604.  Tfee  first  sentence  of  section  2-2  33a  of  title  40j 
■United  States  Code7  does  not  apply  to — 

-{a}-  facilities  tfeat — 

-(4)-  have  feeen  tfee  subject  of  consultation  with 
tfee  Committees  on  Armed  Scrvieos  of  tfee  Senate  and  tfee 
House  of  Representatives  before  July  4j  1958-j 

-(-2}-  are  under  contract  before  July  47  4960-j  and 
-f3f  are  funded  from  appropriations  made  before 
tfee  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act;  or 
-(b)-  facilities  tfeat  are  authorized  fey  section  003  -(4)-  of 
this  Act  ;  or 
H.  R.  13015 - 6 


1 


-(e)-  fohowing  facilities  for  the  Air  National  Guard 

2  el  Ate  -United  States? 

3  -(4f  3dhford  PoinG  Conncetieut-:-  Operational  and  train- 

4  ing  facilities,  8337-3)997 

fi  tWilith^  set  1  o  OOP 

7  -(3)-  Westchester  County  Airpert7  White  Plains7  Aew 

8  Aerie?  Operational  and  training  facilities-, ■  $-1953)99? 

9  SeOt  893?  The  Secretary  of  Defense  nray  establish  or 
10  develen  instahations  and  facilities  under  this  Title  without 


11  regard  to  sections  3-048  and  37-34  of  the  Revised  Statutes^ 

12  as  amended^  and  section  17-7-4  -(d)-  and  ■97-74  -(d)-  of  title  40j 

13  United  States  Code?  The  authority  to  place  -permanent  or 
11  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 

vcys,  administration^  overhead,-  planning,  and 

d7  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  33#  of  the 
18  Revised  Statntes7  as  amended^  and  even  though  the  land  is 
d9  held  temporarily.  Tire  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 
20  land  includes  authority  to  nr  she  surveys  and  to  acquire  land7 
2d  end  interests  hr  land  -{bteloding  temporary  use)-7  by  gifG 

2°  SeOt  808?  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  autlror- 
2d  hod  by  section  893  for  the 
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(4-)-  fee  Department  el  tke  jAavya  Aaval  and 


Marine 


$447886,000. 


el  tke  Air  Force : 


-(af  Aar  Feree  Reserve;  $kT054,000; 

-fkf  A4r  Aatienal  Guard  el  tke  United  States, 
$14,976,000. 


-(A)-  ler  Department  el  Ike  Army :  Army  Reserve 

O  n  (\  A  T*TT1TT  1ST  otlDllol  n  no  vrl  Xii!  (lie  T  T->->  i  4r\/-l  4  4  r\  r< 

ctTTtt  XT  nil  V  X>  ill  1T711UL  vTTtTTrtt  V7X  TI1U  ITIIJLLL-U.  kJ  LU  IL'Sy 

$11,042,00& 


SeOt  6074  Amy  el  Ike  amounts  named  in  section  60A  el 
tkis  Amt  may  im  tke  diseretien  el  tke  Secretary  el  Dclcnsc, 
ke  increased  ky  4k  per  centum;  knt  tke  total  eest  ler  ak 
projects  authorised  ler  tke  Aaval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves, 
tke  Aar  Ferce  Reserve;  tke  Aar  Actional  Guard  el  tke  United 
States,  and  tke  Army  Reserve  and  tke  Army  Aatienal 
Guard  el  tke  Created  States;  may  net  exceed  tke  amounts 
named  m  clauses  4;  A  -(a)-;  A  -(h)-,  and  A  el  section  AOA  re¬ 
spectively. 

Se6t  608t  Fkis  title  may  ke  cited  as  tke  '‘Reserve 
Forces  Facilities  Act  el  46A8A 

TITLE  I 


Sec.  101 .  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  a7id  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  icorks,  including  site  preparation, 
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appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects : 

Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 
(Ordnance  Corps) 

v Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $ 2,607,000 . 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan:  Administrative  facilities, 
$5,666,000. 

Bedstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Administrative  facilities , 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Bock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Bange,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facili¬ 
ties,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 

0 

(  Chemical  Corps ) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $795,000. 
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(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $ 9,098,000 . 

(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $ 1,913,000 . 

(  Transportation  Corps ) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3,634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Troop  housing , 
$862,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 
(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  D evens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $171,000. 

Fort  D  ix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Family  housing,  and 


real  estate,  $374,000. 
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Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $ 516,000 . 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $ 498,000 . 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland:  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  family  hous¬ 
ing,  $ 3,454,000 . 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $ 762,000 . 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $174,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,406,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area ) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,- 
000 . 
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Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $ 4,258,000 . 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,227,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana:  Troop  housing,  and 
family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,076,000. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas:  0 perational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $374,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000 . 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona:  Operational  and  training 


facilities,  $173,000. 
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(Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point ,  New 
York:  Troop  housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $ 5,844,000 . 

(Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  Area) 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area:  Real  estate, 
$7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,- 
925,000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 
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(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $ 4,063,000 . 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or 
develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  by  ac¬ 
quiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $ 63,906,000 . 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish 
or  develop  Army  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding 
with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unforeseen  re¬ 
search  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that 
deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  woidd  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and,  in  connection  thereivith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
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the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000 :  Provided,  That  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision 
to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125),  as  amended,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations 
by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other 
commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  : 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
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housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Bedstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico,  200  units. 
Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Bock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 
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Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  units. 

Fort  Lewis,  W ashington,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California, 
160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 

Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units:  Provided,  however, 
That  no  family  housing  units  shall  he  constructed,  on  Fort 
DeRussy. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Maryland,  796 
units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  400  units. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas,  840  units. 
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Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  500  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eiglity-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “ Continental 
United  States ”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facili¬ 
ties  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance 
Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out  “$563,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,000”  and  “$ 134,075,000 ” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  “$134,- 
112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

a)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Bedstone 
Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike  out  “$ 2,865,000 ”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$4,180,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Monmouth, 
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New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$ 615,000 ”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$731,000” ;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill  Farms 
Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,022,000” . 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)” ,  with  respect  to  Granite 
City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$ 1,822,000 ”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,815,000” . 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  fa¬ 
cilities  (Medical  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Walter  Heed 
Army  Medical  Center,  District  of  Columbia,  strike  out  “$4,~ 
472,000"  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,714,000" . 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “ field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$923,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,264,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Bliss,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,~ 
965,000" ;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  strike 
out  “$ 3,053,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,454,000” . 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
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(Sixth  Army  Area)" ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California, 
strike  out  “$1,407,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,~ 
742,000 ”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “ field  forces  facilities 
(Military  Academy)7’ ,  with  respect  to  the  United  Stales 
Military  Academy,  New  York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,171,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$237 ,320,000”  and  “$546,387 ,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,- 
192,000” ,  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  White 
Sands  Proving  Ground,  New  Mexico,  strike  out  “$693,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ technical  services 
facilities  (Chemical  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Camp 
Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$913,000”  and  insert  in  place 
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thereof  “$1,074,000” ;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway  Proving 
Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,044,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hua- 
chuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$ 6,856,000 ”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$7,576,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$492,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$940,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services 
facilities  (Transportation  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort 
Eustis,  Virginia .  strike  out  “$ 1,231,000 ”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,436,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(First  Army  Area)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey, 
strike  out  “$54,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000” . 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G. 
Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out  “$ 5,885,000 ”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities 
(Third  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Penning, 
Georgia,  strike  out  “$422,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
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“$616,000” ;  and  until  respect  to  Fort  McClellan ,  Alabama, 
strike  out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$527,000”. 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “ field  forces  facilities 
(Fourth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$ 2,457,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,846,000”. 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili¬ 
ties  (Fifth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Riley, 
Kansas,  strike  out  “$ 1,519,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,892,000”. 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facili¬ 
ties  (Sixth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis, 
Washington,  strike  out  “$ 3,022,000 ”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,596,000” ;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  strike  out  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$319,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the 
United  States”  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “(Alaskan  Area)”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai),  strike  out  “$352,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$516,000” . 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$95,010,000” ,  “$35,763,000” ,  and 
“$ 334,104,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$100,- 
343,000 ”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facili¬ 
ties  (Corps  of  Engineers )”  with  respect  to  Cold  Legions 
Laboratory,  Hanover,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,496,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,787 ,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$ 115,624,000 ”  and  “$293,103,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  “$ 116,915,000 ”  arid  “$294,394,000” . 

Sec.  110.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
and  directed,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  finds  after  due 
investigation  that  such  action  would  be  inimical  to  the  national 
security,  to  make  available  to  the  Administrator  of  the 
General  Services  Administration,  or  his  designee,  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas.  Upon  such  property  being 
made  available,  the  Administrator  or  his  designee  is  author- 
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ized  and  directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  for 
the  sale  of  such  property  in  lots  or  in  its  entirety  under  public 
bid  procedures  and  at  not  less  than  the  fair  market  value 
and  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed,  all  right,  title,  and  interest 
of  the  United  States,  except  as  retained  in  this  Act,  in  and 
to  such  property  to  any  legal  person  or  group  except  Gov¬ 
ernment  agencies  or  departments  upon  such  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  as  the  Administrator  or  his  designee  determines  to  be  in 
the  public  interest. 

(b)  Any  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsection  (a)  hereof  shall  include  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  All  mineral  rights,  including  gas  and  oil,  in  the 
lands  to  be  conveyed  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United 
States; 

(2)  The  San  Jacinto  property  shall  be  offered  for 
sale  within  thirty-six  months  from  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  Act; 

(3)  Title  in  and  to  such  property  shall  remain  in 
the  United  States  until  full  payment  of  the  agreed  pur¬ 
chase  price  is  made. 

(c)  In  the  event,  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  is 
made  available  to  the  General  Services  Administration  pur¬ 
suant,  to  the  provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  hereof, 
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there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  such  sums  as  are  necessary  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000  to  establish  and  construct,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  replacement  facilities  to  the  extent  required  at  Point- 
Aux-Pins,  Alabama,  or  any  other  location  selected  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  military  installations  and.  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitatmg,  or  installing  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $6,000,000 :  Provided,  however,  That 
no  more  than  $500,000  of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for 
protective  works  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  determines 
in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  action  has  been  taken  or 
arrangements  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  ship¬ 
yard. 
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Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $ 2,247,000 . 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $1 ,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk .  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $ 2,546,000 . 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $1,041,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California:  Operational  and 


training  facilities,  $114,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and,  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  May  port,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and,  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San  Diego,  California: 
Operational  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $7 ,000,000. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 
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(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate, 
$4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $8,946,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro¬ 
lina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Neiv  River,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,003,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,158,000. 

(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force 
Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  operational  and 
training  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River, 
Maryland,  $17 ,666,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point,  Mugu,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities , 
research,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
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and  troop  housing  (including  operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas  Island;  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements  at  Camp  Cooke),  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Utilities, 

$ 2,210,000 . 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Administrative 
facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Ce?iter,  Oakland,  California:  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  $146,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  South 
Carolina:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia  :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $ 168,000 . 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California: 
Utilities,  $206,000. 
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Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California: 
Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California:  Be- 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Virginia:  Besearch, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak,  Maryland: 
Besearch,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $601,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 
Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
$14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,184,000. 

Naval  Deceiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Opera¬ 


tional  facilities,  $ 650,000 , 
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Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,368,000 . 

Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland: 
Hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $38,654,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory 
of  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 
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Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $ 683,000 . 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $ 1,271,000 . 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities, 
$165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000 . 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply 
facilities,  $3,060,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara, 
Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland: 
Operational  and,  training  facilities,  $219,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $519,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba: 
Utilities,  $890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish 
or  develop  classified,  naval  installations  and,  facilities  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
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land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $ 66, 194, 000 . 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or 
develop  naval  installations  and.  facilities  by  proceeding  with 
construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and.  unforeseen  research 
and.  development  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  de¬ 
ferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to 
acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $25,000,000 :  Provided,  That  the.  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining 
thereto. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125),  as  amended,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized. 
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to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade 
Development,  and  Assistance  Act  of  1.954  (68  Stat.  454) 
or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units,  and,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  F enrol,  Spain,  45  units,  and,  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  units,  and, 
community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina, 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27 

units. 
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Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  30  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  W ashington,  550 
units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands 
Proving  Grounds,  New  Mexico,  51  units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of 
Hawaii,  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  H.  M. 
Smith,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana,  Islands,  220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 


80  units. 
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Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii,  650  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  1,562 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Twenty-nine  Palms, 
California,  493  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida, 
96  units. 

Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Maryland,  385 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Florida,  392  units. 

Squantum  Gardens,  Massachusetts,  150  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “ Conti¬ 
nental  United  States' ’  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities"  ,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike 
out  “$12,815,000"  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,979,- 
000". 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
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402  the  amounts  “$ 139,143,000 ”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307 ,000” ,  and 
“$268,091,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202, 
“$70,656,000” ,  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,- 
000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section 
502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000” ,  and  “$ 210,704,000 ”  and 
inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000” ,  and 
“$212,833,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facil¬ 
ities”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pen¬ 
dleton,  California,  strike  out  “$648,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  $778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities” , 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station, 
Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$411,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
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amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “ Outside  Conti¬ 
nental  United  States ”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “ aviation  facilities” ,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands,  bg  striking  out  “$ 6,525,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  “$ 8,589,800 ”  and 
inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800’’ . 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$308,463,600” ,  “$108,365,300” ,  and 
“$ 575,592,300 ”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$308,634,600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,801,300”. 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201,  as  follows: 

(1 )  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  facilities” , 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island, 
strike  out  “$11,672,000’’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$14,601,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
(Naval  Air  Training  Stations)” ,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field,  Texas,  strike  out 
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“$2,24:7,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000" ; 
and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Merid¬ 
ian,  Mississippi,  strike  out  “$ 8,231,000 ”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$9,141,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities 
( Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)” ,  with  respect  to  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station ,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  strike  out 
“$170,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000” . 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “ service  SCHOOL  facili¬ 
ties”,  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training 
Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$237,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000” ,  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center ,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out 
“$ 8,413,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000” . 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities” , 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$ 12,730,000 ”  and  insert  in  place,  thereof 
“$14,754,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  203 
“$ 85,939,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$86,711,000” . 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended,  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  the  amounts  “$303,453,000” ,  “$85,939 ,000” ,  and 
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“$451, 393, 000” 
“$312,004,000”, 


and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$86,711,000”,  and  “$460,716,000”. 


Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eiglity-fifth  Congress, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United 
States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special 
Purpose  Air  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air 
Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California,  inseil  before 
“$ 7,669,000 ”  the  words  “and  land  acquisition,” . 


TITLE  111 


Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the 
following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont: 
Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities ,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $ 10,659,000 . 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North 
Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,176,000. 

K.  1.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts :  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing  and  utilities,  $3,689,000. 
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Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical 
facilities,  $122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilties,  and  real  estate, 
$2,799,000. 

Self  ridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach, 
New  York:  Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing,  and 
ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurt smith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  communty  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,696,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and.  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York:  Operational 
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1  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 

2  $ 1,177,000 . 

3  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and 

4  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  horsing, 

5  $ 1,746,000 . 

6  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utilities, 

7  $ 157,000 . 

8  Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania: 

9  Supply  facilities,  $ 94,000 . 

10  McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California: 

11  Operational  and,  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

12  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 

13  $1,560,000. 

14  Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Admin- 

15  istrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

16  Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California: 

17  Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

18  Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania: 

19  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

20  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 

21  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 

22  Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facil¬ 
ities,  and  utilities,  $ 4,362,000 . 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $5,196 ,000. 

W right-Patter son  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
medical  facilities,  $11,037 ,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  F orce  Base,  Muroc,  California;  Research, 
development,  and.  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Vcdparaiso,  Florida:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research, 
development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $10 ,109 ,000 . 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and,  real  estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Sup  ply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 
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Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $ 165,000 . 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and,  community  facilities,  $ 2,884,000 . 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base, 
San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  re¬ 
search,  development,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities ,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $12,000,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Rantoul,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $640,000. 
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Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  Mississippi: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connolly  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $750,000.  , 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Valdosta,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $5,432,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Mainteance 
facilities,  $319,000. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000. 
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Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Beno,  Nevada:  Supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $571,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational 
and.  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and 
ground,  improvements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081 ,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and,  maintenance  facilities, 
$ 1,361,000 . 

CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop 
housing,  $ 1,805,000 . 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,589,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia:  Utilities, 
$172,000. 
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HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Mar  gland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $ 78,000 . 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and,  utilities, 
$2,874,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  W right stown,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $423,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational 
and,  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana: 
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Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  and,  utili¬ 
ties,  $ 3,355,000 . 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,868,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $ 5,080,000 . 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $7 ,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,257,- 
000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$4,183,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma: 
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1  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

2  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 

3  734,000. 

4  Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Oper- 

5  ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 

6  $ 1,939,000 . 

7  D  avis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona: 

8  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

9  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

10  Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and 

11  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 

12  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

13  Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational 

14  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

15  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota: 

16  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 

17  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,931,000. 

18  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington: 

19  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

20  Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational 

21  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities, 

22  and  utilities,  $2,703,000. 

23  Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Opera- 

24  tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 

25  and  ground  improvements,  $1,489,000. 
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Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$ 4,493,000 . 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$ 3,401,000 . 

Tj arson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington: 
Operational  and.  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Bio,  Texas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Bock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Bock,  Arkansas: 
Operational  and.  training  facilities  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational, 
and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,577,000. 
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Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $ 1,832,000 . 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $ 3,344,000 . 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational 
and,  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,137 ,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  community  facilities,  $1,039,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$ 3,265,000 . 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York: 
Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $208,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,- 
352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Boswell,  New  Mexico:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,431,000. 

W estover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Troop  housing,  $945,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $5,185,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop 
housing,  $591,000. 
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Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North 
Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $ 4,707,000 . 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and,  maintenance  facilities,  $1,- 
339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,474,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and,  training  facilities, 
$563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $169,833,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$696,000. 
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ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $710,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and.  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$24,986,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hicham  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $15,688,000. 
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STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,508,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,431,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com- 
munty  facilities,  and  utilities,  $19,952,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$315,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  classified  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
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ballistic  and  strategic  missiles  by  acquiring ,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  tem¬ 
porary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepara¬ 
tion,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total 
amount  of  $ 195,500,000 . 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish 
or  develop  Air  Force  installatmis  and  facilities  by  proceed¬ 
ing  with  construction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  un¬ 
foreseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  un¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in 
the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be 
inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $25,000,000 :  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 
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Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  'provisions  of 
section  407  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 
1125),  as  amended,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section 
513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  author¬ 
ized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community 
facilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  cur¬ 
rencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68 
Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units . 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-T orrejon  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and  community 
facilities. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 
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Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 

Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93 
units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United,  Kingdom,  S3 
units. 

Fair  ford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110 
units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55  units, 
and  community  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
units. 

Upper  Hey  ford,  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259 
units.  r 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of 
the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to 
construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 
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Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  970  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 
Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536  units. 
Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 
Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 
Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  275  units. 
Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota.,  365  units. 
Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  77S  units. 
Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 
Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 
Grifpss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  270  units. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  California,  550  units. 
Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 

James  Connolly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 
Keesler  A  ir  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  595  units. 
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Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lakes  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 
Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

Lj arson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 
Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 
McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 
McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  668  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1,450  units. 
Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 
Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  F orce  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  A  ir  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 
Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 
Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 
Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  150  units. 

Self  ridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 
Sheppard,  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 
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Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units. 
Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 
Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  300  units. 
Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

W estover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 

Hicham  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404 
(a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652), 
as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized 
to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Brookley  A  ir  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 
Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 
Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500 


units. 
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Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 

W right-Patter son  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty- fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States ”  in  section  301  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” ,  with 
respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts, 
strike  out  “$6,076,000” ,  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$6,522,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  material  command”, 
with  respect  to  W  right-Patter  son  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio,  strike  out  “$ 14,508,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$15,800,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  the  amounts  “$ 824,300,000 ”  and  “$1,363,- 
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189,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000” 
and  “$1,364,927 ,000” ,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the 
United  States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Diduth  Municipal  Airport, 
Duluth,  Minnesota,  strike  out  “$1,469,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Fal¬ 
mouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577 ,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,341,000” . 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command ”,  with 
respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out 
“$ 1,339,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000” . 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with 
respect  to  James  Connolly  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$ 4,687,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,~ 
301,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” 
with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana,  strike  out  “$ 1,586,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,726,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section 
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402  the  amounts  “$811,342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$ 814,349 ,000 ”  and  “$1,450,- 
957,000” ,  respectively «, 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  tee  United 
States”  in  section  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glas¬ 
gow,  Montana,  strike  out  $ 2,048,000 ”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$2,390,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force  Base, 
Kansas  City,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$1,100,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,000” . 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$ 6,804,000 ”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$8,507,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth, 
Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$615,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command” , 
luith  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas, 
strike  out  “$899,000”  and,  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128,- 
000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command” ,  with 
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respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas,  strike 
out  “$460,000'’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637 ,000” . 
Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

a)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 
Shreveport,  Louisiana,  strike  out  “$ 3,344,000 ”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marys¬ 
ville,  California,  strike  out  “ $7 ,458,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$9,087,000” . 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base, 
Tampa,  Florida,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,268,000” . 

(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base, 
Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$ 2,344,000 ” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947 ,000” . 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base, 
Knob  Noster,  Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$306,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the 
amounts  “$394,076,000”  and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$399 ,755,000”  and  “$607 ,460,000” , 
respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Con - 
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gress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading  “alert  and  disper¬ 
sal  OF  STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND  FORCES”  in  Section  1, 
as  follows: 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base, 
Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,479,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base,  Mou7itain  Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$ 4,380,000 ” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,479,000” . 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha, 
Nebraska,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$969,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,- 
670,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$552,657 ,000” . 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  Act, 
as  amended  (68  Stat.  49),  is  further  amended  by  striking 
out  in  the  first  sentence  the  figure  “$ 135,425,000 ”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797 ,000” . 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the  heading  “re¬ 
search  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND ”  in  title  III  of 
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Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress  (69  Stat.  342), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Various  Locations:  Research,  development,  and  opera¬ 
tional  facilities  (including  not  more  than  $357,000  for  an 
off-base  roadway  approximately  ten  miles  in  length  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape  Canaveral — an  aux¬ 
iliary  to  Patrick  Air  Force  Base)  $ 20,000,000 .” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is  effective  from 
March  1,  1956. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  required  for  advanced 
research  projects  and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  mstall  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amout  of  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  installations  and  facilities  for 
defense  missiles  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  re¬ 
habilitating  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $183,401,000. 
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1  Sec.  403.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in  detail 

2  semiannually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker 

3  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  the  exercise 

4  of  the  authority  granted  hy  this  title. 

5  TITLE  V 

6  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

7  Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary 

8  of  each  military  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or 

9  develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  without 

10  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes ,  as 

11  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  529,  40  U.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and 

12  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States 

13  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  im- 

14  provements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  admin- 
lb  istration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to 

16  construction.  That  authority  may  he  exercised  before  title 

17  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 

18  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though 

19  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real 

20  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  ac- 

21  quire  land,  and  interests  in  land  ( including  temporary  use ) , 

22  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land, 

23  or  otherwise. 

24  Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such 

25  sums  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but 
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1  appropriations,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles 

2  1,  11,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

3  (1)  for  title  I :  Inside  the  United  States, 

4  $104,325,000 ;  outside  the  United  States,  $8,732,000 ; 

5  section  102,  $63,906,000 ;  section  103,  $25,000-000 ; 

6  or  a  total  of  $201,963,000. 

1  (2)  for  title  11:  Inside  the  United  States, 

8  $216,309,000 ;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,384,000 ; 

9  section  202,  $66,194,000 ;  section  203,  $25,000,000 ; 

10  or  a  total  of  $323,887 ,000. 

11  (3)  for  title  111:  Inside  the  United  States, 

12  $541,236,000 ;  outside  the  United  States,  $123,654,000 ; 

13  section  302,  $195,500,000 ;  section  303,  $25,000,000 ; 

14  or  a  total  of  $885,390,000. 

15  (4)  for  title  IV:  $233,401,000. 

10  Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  1,  II,  and 
Vi  HI  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  con- 

18  cerned,  be  increased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 

19  the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for  projects  outside 

20  the  United  States.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects 

21  in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount 

22  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

23  Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  pro- 

24  vided  by  the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119), 

IT.  R.  13015 - 10 
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the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324),  and  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991),  for  the  provision  of  family 
housing  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund 
family  housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles 
I  and  III  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with 
section  2313  (b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for 
contracts  made  under  this  Act  for  the  establishment  or 
development  of  military  installations  and  facilities  in 
foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying  out  of 
this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller 
General  have  agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  ade¬ 
quately  auditing  those  contracts;  the  President  may 
exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 
section. 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United  States  under 
this  Act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army 
or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  because  of 
special  circumstances  such  contracts  should  be  executed  under 
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the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  Department  or 
Government  agency ,  and  shall  he  awarded,  insofar  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder, 
if  the  national  security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award 
is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  ( 69  Stat.  547, 
551).  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretaries  of  the 
military  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other 
than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1, 1959,  all  authorization  for  mili¬ 
tary  public  works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of 
a  military  department  in  connection  with  the  establishment 
or  development  of  military  installations  and  facilities,  and  all 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  contained 
in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

a)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the 
titles  that  contain  the  general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects 
as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for 
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construction  contracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or 
in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for 
appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  sections 
2231-2238  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  as  amended 
(50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886); 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the 
Line  of  Communications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $30,- 
000,000  that  is  contained  in  title  T,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  July  14, 1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609 )  ; 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951 
(65  Stat.  336,  343 ) ; 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the 
appropriation  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act  of 
April  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  47),  as  amended;  and 

(7)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506  of 
the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  558),  the 
authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of  $1,- 
850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  201  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  and  sub - 
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heading  “aviation  facilities' '  of  the  Act  of 
August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440,  442),  as  amended ; 

t 

(h)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $ 225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air 
Station,  El  Centro,  California;  navigational  aids  in 
the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine  Corps  Air 
Station,  El  Toro,  California ;  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jer¬ 
sey;  and  navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of 
$400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island, 
Washington:  that  are  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201,  under  the  heading  “ Continental  United 
States"  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities" 
of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540), 
as  amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facil¬ 
ities  in  the  amount  of  $ 2,638,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the  Act  of  J uly  27,  1954 
(68  Stat .  535,  543),  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950 
(64  Stat.  236,  245),  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 
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“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  in- 
cluding  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air 
Force,  respectively,  are  authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  military  tactical  installations  for  assignment  as 
public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  dependents, 
if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack 
of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  five  thou¬ 
sand  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be 
made  out  of  appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and 
operation  but  may  not  exceed  $ 150  a,  month  for  any  such 
unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956 
(70  Stat.  991,  1015),  is  amended  to  read  as  folloivs: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  rnilitaj'y  department 
may  acquire  any  interest  in  land  that — 

“(1)  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the 
interest  of  national  defense;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive  of 
administrative  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency 
judgments ) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of 
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the  same  project,  of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land 
that  together  cost  more  than  $ 25,000  ” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016),  is  amended  by  adding  the  fol¬ 
lowing  new  subsection  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is  urgently  re¬ 
quired  shall  be  necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is 
not  in  excess  of  $5,0005 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act 
of  August  30, 1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556 ),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“( a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law, 
and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be 
contracted  for  or  acquired,  at  or  in  support  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  or  activities  unless  the  actual  number  of  units  in¬ 
volved,  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual  military 
construction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  housing  units 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units  leased, 
utilizing  available  operation  and  maintenance  appropria¬ 
tions,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for 
terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  417  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991 , 
1018). 

Sec.  513.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for 
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1  the  construction  of  family  housing  contained  in  subsections  104 

2  (a),  204  (a),  and  304  (a)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of 

3  units  of  family  housing  constructed  during  fiscal  year  1959 

4  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such  subsections  shall 

5  not  exceed  a  total  of  four  thousand  units.  The  Secretary  of 

6  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be  con- 

7  structed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity  with 

8  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

9  (b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  con- 

10  struction  of  family  housing  contained  in  subsections  104  (b) , 

11  204  (b),  and  304  (b)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units 

12  of  family  housing  constructed  during  fiscal  year  1959  pur- 
12  suant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such  subsections  shall  not 

14  exceed  a  total  of  thirty  thousand  units.  The  Secretary  of 

15  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be  con- 
10  structed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity  with 

17  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.  The  Secretaries  of  the  three 

18  military  departments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall  promptly 

19  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 

20  House  of  Representatives  of  any  determination  made  here- 

21  under  as  it  affects  each  such  department. 

*  *  v . 

22  (c)  To  the  extent  that  any  of  the  authorizations  contained 

23  in  subsections  104  (b) ,  204  (b),  and  304  (b)  of  this  Act  to 

24  construct  housing  at  locations  specified  therein  are  not  utilized, 

25  such  authorizations  may  be  exercised  to  construct  housing  at 
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other  locations,  except  that  (1)  the  total  number  of  housing 
units  to  be  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection 
by  any  service  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total 
number  of  units  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  that  service 
under  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b),  or  304  (b),  as  the 
case  may  be,  and  (2)  the  total  number  of  units  constructed 
by  the  three  services  pursuant  to  this  authority  shall  not, 
when  added  to  the  total  number  of  units  constructed  pursuant 
to  the  authority  contained  in  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b), 
and  304  (b),  exceed  the  total  number  of  units  authorized 
to  be  constructed  by  subsection  (b)  hereof. 

(d)  (1)  Section  404  (c)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955,  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  Condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1888  (25  Stat.  357; 
40  U.  S.  C.  257 ) ,  as  amended,  or  any  other  applicable 
Federal  statute.  Before  any  such  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings  are  instituted,  an  effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  the 
property  involved  by  negotiation.  In  any  such  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings,  and  in  the  interests  of  expedition,  the  issue 
of  just  compensation  shall  be  determined  by  a  commis¬ 
sion  of  three  qualified,  disinterested  persons  to  be  appointed 
by  the  court.  Any  commission  appointed  hereunder  shall 
give  full  consideration  to  all  elements  of  value  in  accord- 
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ance  with  existing  law ,  and  shall  have  the  powers  of  a  master 
provided  in  subdivision  (c)  of  rule  53  of  the  Federal  Rules 
of  Civil  Procedure  and  proceedings  before  it  shall  be  gov¬ 
erned  by  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  sub¬ 
division  (d)  of  such  rule.  Its  action  and  report  shall  be 
determined  by  a  majority  and  its  findings  and  report  shall 
have  the  effect,  and  be  dealt  with  by  the  court  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  practice  prescribed  in  paragraph  (2)  of  sub¬ 
division  (e)  of  such  rule.  Trial  of  all  issues,  other  than 
just  compensation,  shall  be  by  the  court. 

“(2)  In  any  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  section,  the  court  shall  not  order  the  party  in 
possession  to  surrender  possession  in  advance  of  final  judg¬ 
ment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has  been  filed,  and  a 
deposit  of  the  amount  estimated  to  be  just  compensation  has 
been  made,  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  February  26, 
1931  (46  Stat.  1421),  providing  for  such  declarations. 
Unless  title  is  in  dispute,  the  court,  upon  application,  shall 
promptly  pay  to  the  owner  at  least  75  per  centum  of  the 
amount  so  deposited,  but  such  payment  shall  be  made  with¬ 
out  prejudice  to  any  party  to  the  proceeding.  In  the  event 
that  condemnation  proceedings  are  instituted  in  accordance 
with  procedures  under  such  Act  of  February  26,  1931, 
the  court  shall  order  that  the  amount  deposited  shall  be  paid 
in  a  lump  sum  or  over  a  period  not  exceeding  five  years  in 
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1  accordance  with  stipulations  executed  by  the  parties  in  the 

2  proceedings.  In  connection  with  condemnation  proceedings 

3  which  do  not  utilize  the  procedures  under  such  Act,  the 

4  Secretary  or  his  designee,  after  final  judgment  of  the  court, 

5  may  pay  or  agree  to  pay  in  a  lump  sum  or,  in  accordance 

6  with  stipulations  executed  by  the  parties  to  the  proceedings, 

7  over  a  period  not  exceeding  five  years  the  difference  between 

8  the  outstanding  principal  obligation,  plus  accrued  interest, 

9  and  the  price  for  the  property  fixed  by  the  court.  Unless 

10  such  payment  is  made  in  a  lump  sum,  the  unpaid  balance 

11  thereof  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  centum  per 

12  annum.” 

13  (2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsection  shall  be 

14  applicable  to  any  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pur- 

15  suant  to  section  404  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 

16  subsequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

17  Sec.  514.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I, 

18  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any 

19  building  construction  project  within  the  continental  United 

20  States  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

21  (1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  ware- 

22  housing; 

23  (2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

24  (3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 
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unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of 
special  circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the 
limitations  on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  515.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  this  Act  may 
be  cited  as  the  “ Military  Construction  Act  of  1958”. 

Sec.  516.  Section  407  (e)  of  Public  Law  85-241,  ap¬ 
proved  August  30,  1957 ,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “ July 
1,  1960”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “July  1,  1962” . 

TITLE  VI 

RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 

Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as 
follows: 

(1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that  precedes  clause 
(1)  thereof  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“§  2233.  Acquisition 

“(a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235,  2236,  and 
2238  of  this  title  and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may — 

(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding  the  following 
new  subsections  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  procure  advance 
planning,  construction  design,  and  architectural  services  in 
connection  with  facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under 
this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise  authorized  by  law. 
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“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not 
be  considered  ‘ military  public  works'  under  the  provisions  of 
the  military  construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal  prior 
authorizations  for  military  public  works." 

(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted  after  section 
2233 : 

“§  2233a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is  more  than 
$ 50,000  may  be  made  under  section  2233  of  this  title  for 
any  facility  that  has  not  been  authorized  by  a  law  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces. 
This  requirement  does  not  apply  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“( b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  expanded,  re¬ 
habilitated,  converted,  or  equipped  to  restore  or  replace 
facilities  damaged  or  destroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of  that  ac¬ 
tion.” 

(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is  amended  by  inserting 

the  following  new  item: 

u2£33a.  Limitation 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National  Defense  Facil¬ 
ities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  Act 
of  August  9,  1955,  chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by 
section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29,  1957,  Public  Law  85-215 
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(71  Stat.  489),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “in  an 
amount  not  to  exceed  $ 580,000,000  over  a  period  of  the  next 
eight  fiscal  years  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951,”. 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities 
Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  section  414  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956,  chapter  939  (70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  “and  without  regard  to  the  mone¬ 
tary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this  section” . 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  the  following  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  ( AVIATION ) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta, 
Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Supply  facilities  and 
utilities,  $259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois:  N avigational  aids 
and  utilities,  $179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Airfield  light¬ 
ing,  $147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Opera- 
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tional  and  training  facilities,  liquid  fueling  and  dispensing 
facilities,  airfield  lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,992,000 . 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin  Callender 
Field),  Louisiana:  Administrative  facilities,  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  navigational  aids,  operational  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  land  acquisition,  $2,447,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  New  York:  Airfield 
lighting,  $130,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $570,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts: 
Utilities,  $407,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $99,000. 

NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Alameda,  California:  W ater front  operational  facilities, 
$128,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloomington,  In¬ 
diana:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Bos¬ 
ton,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $108,000. 
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Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Training  facilities,  $81,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chillicothe,  Ohio: 
Training  facilities,  $100,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Danville,  Ken¬ 
tucky:  Training  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk,  New  York: 
Training  facilities,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  New  York:  Waterfront  operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $120,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Training  facilities  arid  land  acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities,  $515,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa  City,  Iowa: 
Training  facilities  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana: 
Communications,  $210,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  (Turn- 
water),  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  California: 
Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port  Chicago,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Training  facilities,  $94,000. 
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1  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San 

2  Jose,  California:  Land  acquisition,  $ 78,000 . 

3  Saint  Petersburg,  Florida:  W aterfront  operational  facili- 

4  ties,  $26,000. 

5  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center. 

6  Steubenville,  Ohio:  Land  acquisition,  $18,000. 

7  Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White  Oak  (Lewiston) , 

8  Maryland:  Training  facilities,  $557,000. 

9  Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima,  Washing- 

10  ton:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

11  MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  ( GROUND ) 

12  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Lynchburg, 

13  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $388,000. 

14  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Memphis,  Ten- 

15  nessee:  Training  facilities,  $453,000. 

16  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

17  Moline,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

18  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 

19  Pasadena,  California:  Training  facilities,  $163,000. 

20  (2)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

21  AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

22  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 

23  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $129,000. 
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Bakalar  Air  Force  Base ,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  land  acquisition,  $3,174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Maintenance  facility, 
$ 97,000 . 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Connecticut:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facility  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$160,000. 

D  avis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Maintenance  facility, 
and  supply  facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  and  operational  and  training  facilities, 
$173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Richards-G  ebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton,  Missouri: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $101,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field,),  Orleans 
Parish,  Louisiana:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$622,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania  :  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  $93,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational 
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and  training  facilities,  and  hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$ 171,000 . 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $ 740,000 . 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota: 
Site  improvements,  $ 500,000 . 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birmingham,  Alabama: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Virginia:  Supply  facilities, 
$50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities, 
$78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines,  Iowa: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  arid 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $1,308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport,  Mississippi: 


Supply  facilities,  $362,000. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


164 


Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Texas:  0 perational  and 
training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,862,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $159,000. 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,136,000 . 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$ 570,000 . 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martinsburg,  West  Vir¬ 
ginia:  0 perational  and  training  facilities,  $123,000. 

O' Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,099,000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $127,000. 

Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Supply 
facilities  and  maintenance  facilities,  $233,000. 

Rosecrans  Field,  Saint  Joseph,  Missouri:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico: 
Supply  facilities,  $70,000. 
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Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Arizona  :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $ 655,000 . 

Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Kentucky:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $ 715,000 . 

Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence,  Rhode  Island: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $ 213,000 . 

Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Housing,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  utilities,  $ 317,000 . 

Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  barriers,  $ 300,000 . 
(3)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Batavia,  Flew  York:  Training  facilities,  $ 171,000 . 
Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 
Beloit,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Canandaigua,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 
Canton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Durant,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 
Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Fremont,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Galesburg,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Greenwood,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $85,000. 
H.  R.  13015 - 12 
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Hempstead,  New  York  (Nr2):  Training  facilities, 
$536,000. 

Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Kewaunee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Madison,  Wisconsin  (Nr2) :  Training  facilities, 
$490,000. 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  ( Nr 2 ):  Training  facilities, 
$443,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Saint  Marys ,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
Salinas,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 
Sinton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 
Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 
San  Jose,  California:  Road  improvements,  $32,000. 
Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities,  $419,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

( ARMORY) 

Ackerman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Agawam,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 
Amarillo,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $231,000. 
Asheville,  North  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Ashford,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Atlanta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
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Batesburg,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Batesville,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 
Belfast,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Belmont,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Belton,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 
Belton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $ 86,000 . 

Berry ville,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Berryville,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 
Bethel,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 
Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $ 270,000 . 
Bridgeport,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Brunswick,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 
Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Calhoun,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 
Camden,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $ 45,000 . 
Catskill,  Neiv  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 
Chesterfield,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,- 

000. 

Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $ 300,000 . 
Clarksburg,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,- 
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Clayton ,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Clover,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Cody,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 
Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Training  facilities,  $375,- 

000. 

Crossville,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Cuero,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

Culver  City,  California:  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 
Dallas  Number  5,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $154,000. 
Dayton,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $37,000. 
Eatonton,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Edna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

El  Campo,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $104,000. 
Espanola,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Fairbanks,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $ 277,000 . 
Farmville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Fontana,  California:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Franklin,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Fredericktown,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 
Gainesville,  Florida:  Training  facilities,  $ 120,000 . 
Gainesville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $111,000. 
Gardiner,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 
Gassaway,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189 ,000 . 
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Greensboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $357,- 

000 . 

Greenville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $165,000. 
Hammonton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Harriman,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Hendersonville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$120,000. 

Hollister,  California:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Honey  Grove,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Houston  Number  1,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $323,000. 
Houston  Number  2,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $264,000. 
Jerome,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

Johnston,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
J uncos,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 
Juneau,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 
Kannapolis,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$109,000. 

Kealakekua,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities,  $145,000. 
Ketchikan,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 

Keyser,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Kingsport,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $165,000. 
Lake  City,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Lasker-Woodland,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$103,000. 
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Laurinburg,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Lincolnton,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $260,000. 
Livingston,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Logan,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 
Lovell,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 
Marietta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Middleboro,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 
Millinocket,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 
Minneapolis,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $88,000. 
Nashville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $ 98,000 . 
New  Bern,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $ 91,000 . 
New  London,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities,  $360,000. 
Norfolk,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $441,000. 
Northwest  St.  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000. 

Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 
Ocean  Springs,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Pacolet  Mills,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$99,000. 

Patchogue,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
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Persons,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Phoenix,  Arizona:  Training  facilities,  $65,000. 

Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Preston,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Pulaski,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 
Quitman,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Reynolds,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Richmond,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $441,000. 
Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Rockingham,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$98,000. 

Roseboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Saco,  Maine:  $150,000. 

Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000. 

Salem, ,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $161,000. 

Salem,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

San  Fernando,  California:  Training  facilities,  $115,- 

000. 

San  Rafael  (Fairfax),  California:  Training  facilities, 
$115,000. 

Saranac  Lake,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 
Saugus,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 
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Shallotte,  North.  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $ 95,000 . 
Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $ 57,000 . 
Sitka,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Smithfield,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $ 98,000 . 
Smithtown,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $ 300,000 . 
Socorro,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $ 57,000 . 
South  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities, 
$360,000, 

South  Pittsburg,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $ 91,000 . 
South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 
Saint  George,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities, 
$99,000. 

Stillwater,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $37,000. 
Storm  Lake,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Sturgis,  Michigan:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 

S wanton,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 

Tell  City,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
Texarkana,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $ 153,000 . 

Twin  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Valparaiso,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
Ventura,  California:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Wahoo,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $ 115,000 . 
Wallace,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $ 95,000 . 
Waverly,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Waynesboro,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
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Weston,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $ 189,000 . 
Whitman,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $ 210,000 . 
Whitmire,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $ 99,000 . 
Winnemucca,  Nevada:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 
Yates  Center,  Kansas:  Training  facilities,  $ 93,000 . 
Yuma,  Arizona:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

(NONARMORY) 

Anchorage,  Alaska:  Administrative  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $192,000. 

Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$190,000. 

Burlington,  Vermont:  Administrative  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $208,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $325,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$279,000. 

Camp  Butner,  North  Carolina:  Supply  facilities,  $353,- 

000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,000. 
Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities,  $ 120,000 . 
Camp  Shelby,  Mississippi:  Maintenance  facilities,  $165,- 
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Columbia,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$80,000. 

Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Administrative  and  supply 
facilities,  $ 145,000 . 

Culbertson,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $73,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Administrative  and  supply 
facilities,  $113,000. 

Kalispell,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $67,000. 

Nashville,  Tennessee:  Administrative  and  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $493,000. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah:  Maintenance  facilities,  $235,000. 

Trenton,  New  Jersey:  Supply  facilities,  $80,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  nec¬ 
essary  by  changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equip¬ 
ment  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such  facilities  for  inclu¬ 
sion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for  specific 
facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  in¬ 
terests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility 
to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection. 


Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10, 
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United  States  Code,  does  not  apply  to — 

(a)  facilities  that — 

(v  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation  with 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives  before  July  1,  1958; 

(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1,  1960;  and, 

(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made  before 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act;  or 

(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  section  603  (4)  of 
this  Act;  or 

(c)  The  following  facilities  for  the  Air  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States: 

(1)  Milford  Point,  Connecticut :  Operation  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $ 337,000 . 

(2)  Wellesley,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $319,000. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White  Plains,  New 
York:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $ 105,000 . 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or 
develop  installations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  section  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  permanent  or 

• 

temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  sur- 
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veys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and,  supervision 
incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land  is 
held  temporarily .  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 
land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use),  by  gift, 
purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  author¬ 
ized  by  section  603  for  the  respective  reserve  components 
of  the  armed  forces  may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $11,886 ,000 . 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000 ; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army  Reserve 
and  Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
$28,330,000. 

Sec.  607.  ( a)  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  603 
of  this  Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense, 
be  increased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all 
projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves, 
the  Air  Force  Reserve,  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
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States,  and  the  Army  Beserve  and  the  Army  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts  named  in 
clauses  1,  2  (a),  2  (h),  and  3  of  section  606  respectively. 

(h)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force, 
respectively ,  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  establish  or  develop  facilities  for  Beserve  forces  other 
thayi  those  facilities  authorized  by  section  603  of  this  Act, 
except  that  (1)  the  total  cost  of  such  facilities  by  any  service 
shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  authorized 
to  be  expended  by  that  service  for  projects  under  such  section, 
and  (2)  the  total  cost  for  all  projects  established  or  developed 
by  any  service  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall 
not,  when  added  to  the  total  cost  of  the  projects  established 
or  developed  by  such  service  under  the  authority  of  section 
603,  exceed  the  amounts  prescribed  by  clauses  1,  2  (a), 
2  (b) ,  3,  of  section  606,  respectively. 

Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Beserve  Forces 
Facilities  Act  of  1958'\ 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  10,  1958. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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public  utility  districts,  the  builders,  and 
private  and  publicly  owned  utilities,  the 
^buyers  of  electricity.  The  public  utility  dis- 
ricts  are  enabled  to  sell  revenue  bonds  be¬ 
cause  they  have  contracted  with  utilities, 
inc\iding  those  in  Oregon,  to  buy  most  of 
the  power. 

ButNirojects  which  combine  big  storage 
for  flooS  control  and  downstream  power 
benefits  wuth  large  blocks  of  at-site  power 
are  not  attVactive  to  public  utility  districts, 
or  to  private\utilities,  for  that  matter.  Mr. 
McKay,  who  isSihairman  of  the  United  States 
section  of  the  International  Joint  Commis-, 
sion,  has  not  yetNbroken  the  deadlock  with 
Canada  to  assure  XJood  control  storage  on’ 
the  Columbia  headwaters. 

The  logical  buildeKof  the  needed  flood 
control-power  projects  in  the  upper  basin — 
Idaho  and  Montana — is  (be  Federal  Govern- 
*  ment  directly,  or  a  Federal  agency  such  as 
the  proposed  Regional  Power  Corporation. 
Such  a  corporation,  which  would  market  its 
revenue  bonds  at  a  lower  inte^st  rate  than 
the  public  utility  districts,  would  be  in  an 
advantageous  position.  It  would,  pay  the 
power  costs  and  Congress  would  appropriate 
funds,  as  is  traditional,  for  flood  conn^il  and 
navigation  costs. 

An  added  inducement  for  Oregon  to  ^ip-n 
port  a  Regional  Power  Corporation,  whlih 
Mr.  McKay  opposes,  is  that  in  such  legisla! 
tion  lies  the  opportunity  to  replace  the  power' 
preference  clause  with  a  fair  and  equitable 
distribution  clause,  or  something  similar. 
The  long-range  need  is  to  assure  Oregon  con¬ 
sumers  a  fair  share  of  future  Federal  power 
production,  not  now  assured  by  the  prefer¬ 
ence  clause. 

Mr.  McKay  perhaps  was  misunderstood  or 
had  a  lapse  of  memory  when  he  was  quoted 
as  saying  there  haven’t  been  any  Federal 
power  dams  started  in  the  Northwest  under 
the  Eisenhower  administration.  Democrats 
in  Congress  have  inserted  appropriations  in 
the  Eisenhower  budgets  for  several  new 
starts,  including  John  Day,  Ice  Harbor,  Hills 
Creek,  and  Cougar,  and  planning  has  been 
authorized  for  others. 

But  still  there  has  been  neglect  of  the 
projects  which  are  most  needed — the  big 
storage  dams  in  the  upper  basin  which  would 
reduce  the  danger  of  disastrous  floods  and 
provide  more  water  for  winter  power  gener¬ 
ation  when  it  is  needed  most.  There  has 
also  been  neglect  of  the  regional  necessity 
for  a  more  equitable  distribution  of  Federal 
power;  the  regional  system  has  become  a 
State  of  Washington  system.  Mr.  McKay t 
would  have  Oregon  depend  upon  the  gener. 
osity  or  fiscal  needs  of  Washington  puhMc 
utility  districts,  which  have  prior  clain y  on 
both  the  Federal  dams  and  their  own. 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Mansfield  'in  the  chair) .  Is  there  fur¬ 
ther  morning  business?  If  not,  morn¬ 
ing  business  is  closed,  and  the  Chair 
lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfinished 
business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to  author¬ 
ize  certain  construction  at  military  in¬ 
stallations,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
-for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Miv 
Pastore  in  the  chair).  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 


TRANSPORTATION  ACT  OF  1958- 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of 
conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  3778)  to  amend 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  as  amend¬ 
ed,  so  as  to  strengthen  and  improve  the 
national  transportation  system,  and  for 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report.  , 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House 
proceedings  of  July  24,  1958,  pp.  13606- 
13608,  Congressional  Record.)  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is’ 
there  objection  to  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
iroceeded  to  consider  the  report 

r.  MAGNUSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
wi&h  to  take  a  half  minute  to/point  out 
for\he  Record  the  long  arid  arduous 
work 'which  was  involved/ln  consider¬ 
ation  o\the  Transportation  Act  of  1958. 
This  is  pwbably  one  oy'the  major  bills 
to  be  passed  by  the  present  Congress. 
Certainly,  with  respect  to  the  transpor¬ 
tation  field,  it\is  one  of  the  most  impor¬ 
tant  bills  during /die  many,  many  years 
Congress  has  t^K^n  cognizance  of  such 
matters. 

The  SubcorfimitteX  on  Surface  Trans¬ 
portation  the  Committee  on  Inter¬ 
state  and  foreign  Commerce,  as  has  been 
pointed/out  before,  when  the  bill  was 
under/consideration,  heldHpng  hearings 
and yfieard  many,  many  schres  of  wit¬ 
nesses  on  every  phase  of  ouv^  national 
transportation  problem. 

The  conference  itself  was  ahnost  a 
Herculean  task,  in  the  working  Opt  of 
language  which  would  permit  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  get  together  with  the  House.  Tije 
House  conferees  were  very  cooperativ 
I,  think  the  conference  has  produced 
about  as  good  a  bill  as  possible  at  this 
time,  considering  the  area  of  contro¬ 
versy  involved  in  this  field. 

As  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  In¬ 
terstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  I  again 
commend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Florida  [Mr.  SmathersI  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee,  many  of  whom 
are  on  the  floor,  for  what  I  think  is  one 
of  the  best  jobs  in  the  transportation 
field  done  in  a  long,  long  time. 

Mr.  SMATHERS  rose. 

Mr.  MAGNUSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  grateful  to  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  kind  words  he  has  spoken. 
We  have  stated  previously  that  this  was 
no  one-man  effort  and  represented  a 
great  deal  of  work  on  the  part  of  Mem¬ 
bers  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  who  are 
members  of  the  subcommittee. 


T  am  particularly  pleased  to  tell/my 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  that  the  bill 
as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  is/a  con¬ 
siderably  improved  version  q/er  that 
passed  by  the  Senate  and  that  passed 
by  the  House.  In  this  respect,  it  repre¬ 
sents  the  strongest  features'of  both  bills. 
In  fact,  it  has  perfected' the  measures 
passed  previously  by  bodi  Houses. 

It  is  truly  a  constructive  piece  of  leg¬ 
islation.  Not  only  does  it  charter  the 
way  to  further  strengthen  and  improve 
our  national  transportation  system — so 
vital  to  our  national  defense  and  eco¬ 
nomic  well-being — but  it  also  provides 
a  means  toypromote  a  healthy  overall 
economic  atmosphere.  Without  doubt,  it 
is  legislation  in  the  public  interest.  At 
this  pojnt  I  should  like  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  ^onsent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  detailed  explanation  of  the 
mariner  in  which  the  House  conferees 
d  the  Senate  conferees  got  together, 
nd  the  results  of  their  deliberations. 
There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows; 

Explanation  of  S.  3778,  the  Transportation 

Act  of  1958,  as  Approved  by  the  Con¬ 
ferees 

The  bill  as  finally  approved  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  covers  the  following  points: 

1.  Guaranteed  loans  (a  new  pt.  V,  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act)  :  Under  this  part  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  would  be 
authorized  to  guarantee  loans  made  to  rail¬ 
roads  from  private  sources  to  the  amount  of 
$500  million.  The  loans  must  be  repaid  in 
15  years  and  may  be  made  for  the  purchase 
of  capital  equipment  and  for  maintenance. 
If  a  loan  is  obtained  for  maintenance  pur¬ 
poses,  it  would  be  unlawful  for  a  railroad 
securing  a  guaranty  of  the  loan  to  declare 
dividends  on  its  capital  stock  during  the  pe¬ 
riod  the  loan  is  outstanding  or  while  any 
interest  on  the  loan  remains  unpaid. 

Before  a  loan  could  be  guaranteed,  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission  must;  (a) 
find  that  without  such  guaranty  the  carrier 
would  be  unable  to  secure  the  necessary 
funds  on  reasonable  terms;  (b)  be  of  the 
judgment  that  the  loan  involved  is  being 
made  at  a  reasonable  rate  of  interest;  and 
(c)  find  that  the  United  States  is  afforded 
reasonable  protection  in  its  guaranty  of  the 
loan. 

ICC  authority  to  guarantee  loans  would 
expire  March  31,  1961  (except  for  applica¬ 
tions  pending) . 

These  provisions  of  the  bill  are  a  compro- 
ise.  The  Senate  bill  would  have  author¬ 
ized  guaranty  of  loans,  for  capital  expendi¬ 
tures,  for  all  operating  expenses  (which  in¬ 
clude,  maintenance ) ,  for  working  capital, 
and  fok  interest  on  existing  obligations.  The 
House  amendment  provided  for  guaranty  of 
loans  for\apital  expenditures  and  for  loans 
of  not  more  than  50  percent  of  the  main¬ 
tenance  charges  of  the  carrier  for  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  preceding  the  application.  As 
agreed  upon  in\onference,  the  bill  provides 
for  guaranty  of  'loans  for  capital  expendi¬ 
tures  and  maintenance,  with  the  House  lim¬ 
itation  of  50  percenCeliminated. 

As  to  aggregate  principal  amount  of  loans 
to  be’ guaranteed:  theNjenate  bill  provided 
for  $700  million,  of  which  not  more  than 
$150  million  could  be  loan&Jor  operating  ex¬ 
penses  and  interest  on  exiting  obligations. 
The  House  amendment  contained  no  limita¬ 
tion. 

The  conferees,  after  careful  co\^slderation, 
agreed  upon  $500  million  as  th^teggregate 
principal  amount  of  loans  to  be  guS^anteed 
by  ICC. 


r 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


July  30 


14206 

2.  Amending  ICC  authority  over  intrastate 
rates  (sec.  4) :  This  section  of  the  bill  deals 
with  the  authority  of  the  ICC  to  remove  dis¬ 
criminations  against  interstate  commerce 
primariljKby  making  adjustments  in  intra¬ 
state  rates  of  railroads  subject  to  ICC  juris¬ 
diction. 

Paragraph  (4)  of  section  13  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act  now  empowers  ICC  to 
require  removal  \pf  “any  undue  or  unrea¬ 
sonable  advantage^  preference,  or  prejudice 
as  between  persons  hr  localities  in  intrastate 
commerce,  on  the  on^  hand,  and  interstate 
or  foreign  commerce,  6n  the  other  hand,  or 
any  undue,  unreasonably  or  unjust  discrim¬ 
ination  against  interstate  or  foreign  com¬ 
merce"  caused  by  any  intrastate  rate,  fare, 
charge,  classification,  regulation,  or  practice. 

Section  4  of  the  bill  as  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  would  amend  section  13\4)  in  three 
respects :  X 

1.  The  first  amendment  is  the  insertion  of 
the  words  “or  undue  burden  on”  in  tVie  pres¬ 
ent  language  describing  the  protection  ex¬ 
tended  to  interstate  commerce.  The  addi¬ 
tion  of  these  words  would  serve  to  renfiqve 
any  doubt  as  to  the  Commission’s  power  \i 
instances  where,  upon  appropriate  record^ 
it  finds,  as  it  has  done  in  some  section  13 
proceedings,  that  the  burden  cast  upon  inter¬ 
state  commerce  by  intrastate  rates  or  charges 
is  undue  and  therefore  unjustly  discrimina¬ 
tory.  Such  findings  have  been  questioned  in 
the  courts.  This  proposed  change  would 
thus  afford  the  Commission  additional  stat¬ 
utory  support  needed  in  the  administration 
of  section  13. 

2.  The  second  amendment  deals  with  the 
nature  of  the  evidence  to  support  a  finding 
of  undue  discrimination  against  or  undue 
burden  on  interstate  commerce. 

By  two  recent  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  ( Chicago ,  Milwaukee,  St.  Paul  and 
Pacific  Railroad  Co.  v.  State  of  Illinois  (Janu¬ 
ary  13,  1958)  (356  U.  S.  906),  and  Public 

Service  Commission  of  Utah  v.  United  States 
(May  19,  1958)  (356  U.  S.  421)),  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  required  to  consider  the  entire 
State  operation,  freight  and  passenger,  in 
determining  whether  or  not  intrastate  com¬ 
muter  fares,  or  intrastate  freight  rates,  were 
causing  an  undue  revenue  discrimination 
against  interstate  commerce. 

Apparently  the  holdings  in  these  cases 
mean  that  the  required  finding  of  undue  dis¬ 
crimination  against,  or  undue  burden  on 
interstate  or  foreign  commerce  can  be  made 
only  in  the  light  of  the  overall  statewide 
totality  of  a  carnets  operating  results  arising 
from  all  the  rates  applicable  within  a  State. 

This  would  preclude  the  ICC  from  making 
such  a  finding  on  a  showing  of  only  the 
effect  of  the  particular  intrastate  rate  or 
rates  in  question.  The  ICC  could  not  under 
such  a  rule  continue  to  function  effectively 
in  removing  unjust  discrimination  against 
interstate  commerce  caused  by  intrastat/ 
rates.  In  addition,  the  burden  on  the  car¬ 
riers  of  presenting  in  evidence  a  separsyfion 
of  interstate  and  intrastate  property,  y-feve- 
nue,  and  expenses  .would  impose  an  intoler¬ 
able  accounting  problem  and  an /  almost 
impossible  burden  of  proof.  / 

As  stated  in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  four 
Justices  in  the  Utah  case,  a /consequence 
of  the  decisions  “would  be  a  radical,  and  in 
all  likelihood  unworkable,  change  in  the  way 
the  Commission  has  administered  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  13  (4)  Aov  over  35  years.” 

It  is  essential  that  the  standard  of  proof 
acceptable  for  35  yearsyroe  maintained.  That 
is  the  purpose  of  tins  amendment. 

3.  The  third  amendment  proposes  to  over¬ 
come  the  policy  off  comity  under  which  the 
ICC  has  generaUy  felt  it  undesirable  to  in¬ 
tervene  while  a’  matter  involving  intrastate 
rates  is  befora'a  State  regulatory  commission. 
This  policy  J4as  resulted  in  delays  in  remov¬ 
ing  discriminations  against  and  burdens 
upon  in^tlrstate  commerce.  The  effect  of 
this  anyendment  would  be  to  require  the  ICC 


to  proceed  promptly  to  a  determination  of 
such  matters. 

The  above  three  amendments  to  paragraph 
(4)  of  section  13  do  not  vest  the  Commission 
with  Jurisdiction  that  it  does  not  have  today 
but  deal  with  procedures  in  the  exercise  of 
that  Jurisdiction  better  to  strengthen  the 
protection  of  interstate  commerce  as  de¬ 
signed  in  this  provision  of  the  act. 

These  three  amendments  to  section  13  (4) 
of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  agreed  to 
by  the  conferees  were  contained  in  section 
3  of  the  Senate  bill.  The  House  bill  had 
no  comparable  section. 

It  should  be  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  that  section  3  of  the  Senate  bill  also 
proposed  to  add  a  new  paragraph  (5)  to  sec¬ 
tion  13  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act  that 
would  authorize  the  ICC  in  a  case  involving 
a  general  adjustment  of  interstate  rates  to 
authorize  at  the  petition  of  the  railroads  a 
comparable  adjustment  in  intrastate  rates — 
if  the  ICC  finds  that  not  to  do  so  would  im¬ 
pose  an  undue  burden  on  interstate  com¬ 
merce. 

The  bill  agreed  to  in  conference  does  not 
contain  this  new  paragraph  (5)  to  section  13 
from  the  Senate  bill,  or  any  provision  based 
kthereon. 

\  3.  Discontinuance  of  train  service  (sec.  5) : 
Section  5  of  the  bill  as  agreed  upon  by  the 
conferees  would  add  to  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce.  Act  a  new  section  13a  providing  a 
methok  and  procedures  to  make  it  possible 
for  carters  by  railroad  subject  to  the  Inter-, 
state  Cotamerce  Act  to  discontinue  or 
change,  inVhole  or  in  part,  the  operatioiyor 
service  of  trains  or  ferries  operated  by  such 
carriers,  notwithstanding  otherwise  appli¬ 
cable  State  lawk  At  present  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  discontinuance  of  railroad  service  un¬ 
less  abandonment  oka  line  of  a/railroad  is 
involved.  \  / 

As  both  the  SenateNbill  and  the  House 
amendment  contained  'W'o/isions  on  this 
subject,  the  members  of  tra^  conference  com¬ 
mittee  feel  that  the  proyisikns  of  section  5 
of  the  bill  as  agreed  to An  conference  repre¬ 
sent  a  reasonable  ancj/workablk  compromise 
of  the  controversial .differences  Between  the 
two  versions  insof£#  as  these  provisions  are 
concerned.  /  \ 

The  section  wduld  grant  authority\o  dis¬ 
continue  service  rendered  by  trains  ank  fer¬ 
ries  crossing/Btate  lines  to  the  Intersfete 
Commerce  ^Commission.  If  enacted,  this 
would  invest  ICC  with  authority  to  disconV 
tinue  trains  that  impose  a  burden  on  inter¬ 
state  commerce.  This  provision,  however, 
woul$J*‘not  deprive  the  carrier  of  the  right  to 
go  tt>  State  commissions  to  ask  for  discon¬ 
tinuance  of  trains  crossing  State  lines.  Car¬ 
eers  invoking  ICC  jurisdiction  over  a  train 
/for  ferry  would  be  required  to  give  ample  no¬ 
tice  to  the  States  in  which  such  train  or 
ferry  is  located. 

State  regulatory  commissions  would  re¬ 
tain  jurisdiction  over  stations,  depots,  and 
other  such  facilities. 

Jurisdiction  over  trains  operating  wholly 
within  a  single  State  would  remain  with 
State  regulatory  commissions.  If  a  State 
commission  does  not  act  on  a  request  for 
discontinuance  within  a  period  of  120  days, 
or  hands  down  a  decision  adverse  to  the  ap¬ 
plicant  carrier,  the  railroad  involved  would 
be  given  right  of  petition  to  the  ICC.  The 
Commission  would  be  allowed  to  grant  dis¬ 
continuance  after  a  full  hearing  and  upon 
finding  that  the  public  convenience  and 
necessity  permits  such  action  and  that  the 
continued  opefation  constitutes  an  undue 
burden  upon  interstate  commerce. 

Notice  to  the  State  of  the  filing  of  such  a 
petition  with  the  ICC  would  be  required,  as 
well  as  provisions  for  hearings  in  the  State 
in  which  such  train  or  ferry  is  operated. 

The  Commission  now  has  power  to  de¬ 
termine  and  to  act  in  situations  where  intra¬ 
state  rates  impose  a  burden  upon  interstate 


commerce.  The  section  would  extend  this 
power  to  the  service  itself. 

4.  Competitive  ratemaking  (sec.  6) :  The 

House  and  Senate  versions  were  identical  on 
the  subject  of  competitive  ratemaking  except 
for  a  single  punctuation  mark  in  the  Hornfe 
bill,  which  would  have  no  effect  on  the  me/n- 
ing  of  the  legislation.  The  House  reoeded 
on  changing  the  punctuation  mark,  thus  re¬ 
storing  the  original  Senate  version/of  the 
amendment  to  the  rule  of  ratemakifig  in  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Act.  / 

5.  Agricultural  exemption  in  txe  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  (sec.  7)  :  Sectfon  7  of  the 
bill  agreed  to  in  conference  /mends  section 
203  (b)  (6)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act, 
with  respect  to  the  exemption  from  regula¬ 
tion  of  motor  carrier  transportation  of  cer¬ 
tain  agricultural  commodities.  Both  the 
Senate  bill  and  the  House  amendment  con¬ 
tained  provisions  on/this  subject. 

Under  the  Senate  bill  the  agricultural- 
commodities  exemption  was  frozen,  with  a 
slight  modification,  in  accordance  with  rul¬ 
ing  No.  107, /fated  March  19,  1958,  of  the 
Bureau  of  Motor  Carriers,  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission.  The  same  was  true  of 
the  Houser  amendment  but  the  modifications 
were  sojnewhat  different. 

UncMt  the  conference  agreement  the  agri¬ 
cultural-commodities  exemption  is  frozen  in 
accordance  with  ruling  No.  107,  referred  to 
a>6ve,  •  with  the  following  modification, 
jrhich  is  a  compromise  between  the  Senate 
'and  House  provisions: 

Returned  to  economic  regulation  is  the 
transportation  by  motor  vehicle  of  frozen 
fruits,  frozen  berries,  frozen  vegetables,  cocoa 
beans,  coffee  beans,  tea,  bananas,  hemp,  wool 
imported  from  any  foreign  country,  wool  tops 
and  noils,  and  wool  waste  which  has  been 
carded,  spun,  woven,  or  knitted. 

Exempted  from  economic  regulation  is  the 
transportation  of  cooked  or  uncooked  (in¬ 
cluding  breaded)  fish  or  shellfish  when  fro¬ 
zen  or  fresh,  but  not  including  fish  and  shell¬ 
fish  which  have  been  treated  for  preserving 
such  as  canned,  smoked,  pickled,  spiced, 
corned,  or  kippered  products. 

Under  the  House  amendment  any  person 
engaged  on  July  1,  1958,  in  trucking  the 
aforementioned  commodities  which  are  re¬ 
turned  to  economic  regulation  by  this  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  entitled,  upon  application, 
to  a  certificate  or  permit  slowing  him,  under 
regulation,  to  continue  the  transportation 
of  the  same  commodities  within  the  same 
areas  or  between  the  same  points.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  used  the  date  January  1,  1958.  The 
^conference  agreement  uses  the  date  May  1, 
1058. 

Prohibition  against  illegal  for-hire 
transportation  (sec.  8) :  Section  8  of  the  bill 
agreed  to  in  conference  amends  section  203 
(c)  oFNJthe  Interstate  Commerce  Act,  which 
prohibit  certain  operations  in  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of\roperty  by  motor  vehicle  without 
first  obtaining  appropriate  operating  au¬ 
thority.  \ 

The  Senate  kill  and  the  House  amendment 
each  proposed  tfe  amend  this  provision,  and 
the  amendments  proposed  were  quite  similar 
but  not  identical.  \ 

The  Senate  bill  provided  "nor  shall  any 
person  in  any  other  \pmmercial  enterprise 
transport  property  by  Votor  vehicle  in  in¬ 
terstate  or  foreign  commerce  unless  such 
transportation  is  incidental  to,  and  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  a  primary  buXness  enterprise 
(other  than  transportation)  olsuch  person.” 

Tire  conference  agreement  Npvides  “nor 
shall  any  person  engaged  in  any\ther  busi¬ 
ness  enterprise  transport  propertyViy  motor 
vehicle  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  for 
business  purposes  unless  such  transporta¬ 
tion  is  within  the  scope,  and  in  furtherance, 
of  a  primary  business  enterprise  (other  tifeh 
transportation)  of  such  person.”  \ 

This  amendment  is  designed  to  strengthen 
the  hand  of  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  in  eliminating  illegal  buy-and-sell 
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^cise  tax  on  passenger  transportation;  and  bq 
Jt  further 

Resolved,  That  'Copies  of  this  resolutio/ 
transmitted  to  the  President  of  t Me  1 
lited  States,  the  Secretary  of  the  Sena/e, 
tlife  Clerk  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
an®  to  each  Member  of  the  Congress  of /the 
United  States  duly  elected  from  the  wtate  ! 
of  New  York  and  that  the  latter  be  /rged 
to  divote  themselves  to  the  task  of  alcom- 
plishfcig  the  purpose  of  this  resolutio /. 

Mr\  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  1  shall 
close  citing  as  an  example  tHe  Long 
Island  ^Railroad,  to  which  I  re/irred  a 
moment  ago. 

This  railroad  is  the  only  li/e  in  the 
East  which  does  not  operate  /ommuter 
service  aft  a  net  loss  thanks  to  tax  for¬ 
giveness  granted  by  the  Stf/e  and  the 
city  of  Ntw  York,  and  tile  tax  loss 
carryovers  V/hich  exempt  i Z  from  pay¬ 
ment  of  Federal  income  tap.  However, 
in  1959,  whm  this  Federal  loss  benefit 
has  been  exhausted,  the  efernings  of  the 
Long  Island  Railroad  w/l  be  taxed  by 
the  Federal  dtovernmen/  at  the  rate  of 
52  percent.  The  Fedei/l  Treasury  will 
then  become  the  recipient  under  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  piesent  Internal  Revenue 
Code  of  much  of  the  t/x  forgiveness  now 
granted  by  the  cky  and  State.'  If  that 
happens,  serious  do/bts  have  been  ex¬ 
pressed  on  the  feasibility  of  proceeding 
with  plans  to  reduce  fares  and  install 
new  equipment  fcn\more  efficient  and 
safer  passenger  se/vi^e. 

It  is  by  now  a I wefi-known  fact  that 
the  East  is  no  ex/eptiqn;  that  commuter 
service  operate/  at  a\  net  loss  almost 
everywhere  in  tpe  Nation.  The  ICC  will 
be  empowered/under  the  approved  bill 
to  grant  requ/ts  for  catenation  where 
such  service  imperils  the  financial  future 
of  the  railroads’  overall  operations. 
Federal  actmn  taken  promptly  to  en¬ 
courage  St/tes  and  localises  to  grant 
tax  relief  t/  these  lines  will  rescue  many 
precarious  financial  situa- 
litting  them  better  to  serve 
transportation  nefifis  of  the 


lines  fror 
tions,  pe/ 
the  dailj 
Nation. , 

The  /ommuter  problem  is  a  vfery  grave 
problem  throughout  the  entire  country, 
in  thf  transition  period  betweeh  great 
adva/ces  in  the  techniques  of  trlnspor- 
taticm.  I  feel  that  the  kind  of\inter- 
medfate  help  which  we  are  giving\n  the 
Tr/isportation  Act  of  1958,  and  which 
is  Joeing  given  by  States  and  cities\  will 
materially  promoted  by  the  ermct- 
fent  of  the  legislation  which  I  amVn- 
roducing  today.  I  feel  that  it  is\so 
argent  that  I  hope  it  will  have  hiVh 
^priority  attention  from  the  Committee 
on  Finance,  which  would  be  require\ 
were  it  to  pass  at  this  session. 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
'  INSTALLATIONS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  unfinished  business  be  laid 
before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
unfinished  business  automatically  comes 
before  the  Senate. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to  au¬ 
thorize  certain  construction  at  military 
installations,  and  for  other  purposes. 


.Mr,  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
su&gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mi’.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  bill  had  been  reported  from  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  with  an 
amendment,  to  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  and  insert : 

TITLE  I 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  for  the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Technical  Services  Facilities 
Ordnance  Corps 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Md.:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Mich.:  Administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  $5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.:  Administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,- 
000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Ill.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $570,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  N.  Mex.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  research,  de¬ 
velopment  and  test  facilities,  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities, 
$7,931,000. 

Quartermaster  Corps 

Fort  Lee,  Va.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 
Chemical  Corps 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Md.:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Md.:  Troop  housing,  $795,000. 

Signal  Corps 

Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $9,098,000. 

Corps  of  Engineers 

Army  Map  Service,  Md.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

Transportation  Corps 

Fort  Eustis,  Va.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,634,000. 

Medical  Corps 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colo.:  Troop 
housing,  $862,000. 

Field  Forces  Facilities 
First  Army  area 

Fort  Devens,  Mass.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities, $171, 000. 

Fort  Dix,  N.  J.:  Troop  housing  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,749,000. 

Second  Army  area 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.:  Family  housing,  and 
real  estates,  $374,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Ky.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Md.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $498,000. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Md.:  Supply  facilities, 
$43,000. 

|  Third  Army  area 

Fort  Benning,  Ga.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  family  housing,  $3,454,000. 


Fort  Bragg,  N.  C. :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$762,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Ky.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $847,- 
000. 

Fort  McClelland,  Ala.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $174,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Ala.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,406,000. 

Fourth  Army  area 

Fort  Bliss,  Tex.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,000. 

Fort  Hood,  Tex.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $4,258,000. 

Fort  Sill,  Okla.:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,227,000. 

Fifth  Army  area 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Ind.:  Troop 
housing,  and  family  housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,076,000. 

Fort  Riley,  Kans.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

Sixth  Army  area 

Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nev.:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $374,000. 

Foft  Lewis,  Wash.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities, 
$1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,' Calif.:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Ariz.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $173,000. 

Military  Academy 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West 
Point,  N.  Y.:  Troop  housing,  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  and  community  facilities,  $5,884,000. 

Armed  Forces  special  weapons 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

Tactical  installations  support  facilities 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$6,311,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 
Alaskan  area 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  area:  Real 
estate,  $7,000. 

Pacific  command  area 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  T.  H.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  T.  H.:  Troop  housing, 
$593,000. 

Fort  Shatter,  T.  H.:  Supply  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  family  housing,  and 
community  facilities,  $2,925,000.  » 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 

United  States  Army,  Europe 

France :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  military  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  con¬ 
structing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  in¬ 
stalling  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $63,906,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  Army  installations  and 
facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unfore- 
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seen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral 
of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the 
next  military  construction  authorization  act 
would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  na¬ 
tional  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $25  million: 
Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army, 
or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reach¬ 
ing  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  any  public  work  under¬ 
taken  under  this  section,  including  those 
real-estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  and 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of 
this  act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or 
otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations  by 
utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com¬ 
modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation : 

Various  locations,  Prance,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91 
units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174 
units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  N.  Y.,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  N.  Mex.,  200 
units. 

Fort  Monmouth,  N.  J.,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Va.,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Mass.,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Va.,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  Calif.,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Tex.,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  N.  Y.,  130  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Ky.,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Ill.,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Ala.,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Ga.,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  410  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Tex.,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Okla.,  349  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Mo.,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Ill.,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  Calif.,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  Calif.,  88  units. 

Fort  Lewis,  Wash.,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Bar¬ 
racks,  Calif.,  160  units. 

United  States  Military  Academy,  N.  Y.,  156 
units. 

Bossier  Base,  La.,  200  units. 

Medina  Base,  Te«.,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  N.  Mex.,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466 
units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units:  Provided, 
however,  That  no  family  housing  units  shall 
be  constructed  on  Fort  DeRussy. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 


retary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations : 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Md., 
796  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  400  units. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Tex.,  840  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Ol^la.,  500  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  83d  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Continental  United  States”  in  section  101 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Technical  Service 
Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect 
to  Pueblo  Ordnance  Depot,  Colo.,  strike  out 
“$563,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$600,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  83d  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$44,- 
407,000”  and  “$134,075,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and  “$134,- 
112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  "Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with 
respect  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Ala.,  strike  out 
“$2,865,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$4,180,000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Monmouth,  N.  J.,  strike  out 
“$615,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$731,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Vint  Hill 
Farms  Station,  Va.,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,022,000.” 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”, 
with  respect  to  Granite  City  Engineer  Depot, 
Ill.,  strike  out  “$1,822,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  "$2,815,000.” 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “TeehnicaL 
Services  Facilities  (Medical  Corps)”,  with 
respect  to  Walter  Reed  Army  Medical  Cen¬ 
ter,  District  of  Columbia,  strike  out  “$4,- 
472,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,- 
714.000.” 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Second  Army  Area)”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Md.,  strike 
out  “$923,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,264,000.” 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fourth  Army  Area)  ”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Bliss,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$4,- 
645,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,- 
965,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Okla., 
strike  out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,454,000.” 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Sixth  Army  Area)”,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Ord,  Calif.,  strike  out  “$1,407,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,742,000.” 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Military  Academy)  ”,  with  respect 
to  the  United  States  Military  Academy,  N.  Y., 
strike  out  “$756,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$1,171,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$237,- 
320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$244,125,000”  and  “$553,- 
192,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)”,  with 
respect  to  White  Sands  Proving  Ground, 
N.  Mex.,  strike  out  “$693,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$735,000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  "Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Chemical  Corps)”,  with 
respect  to  Camp  Detrick,  Md.,  strike  out 
“$913,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
074,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway  Prov¬ 


ing  Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,044,000.” 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps)”,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Ariz.,  strike  out 
“$6,85(M)00”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$7,- 
576,000.” 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)”, 
with  respect  to  Fort  Belvoir,  Va.,  strike  out 
“$492,000”  and,  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$940,000.” 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Transportation  Corps)”, 
with  respect  to  Fort  Eustis,  Va.,  strike  out 
“$1,231,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,- 
436,000.” 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (First  Army  Area)”,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Dix,  N.  J.,  strike  out  “$54,00d”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000.” 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Second  Army  Area)”,  with  respect 
to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Rid.,  strike  out 
“$5,885,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$7,- 
695,000.” 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “Reid  Forces 
Facilities  (Third  Army  Area)”,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Benning,  Ga.,  strike  out  “$422,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$616,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Ala.,  strike 
out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$527,000.” 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fourth  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Hood,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$2,457,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,846,000.” 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fifth  Army  Area),”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Riley,  Kans.,  strike  out  “$1,519,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000.” 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Sixth  Army  Area) ,”  with  respect 
to  Fort  Lewis,  Wash.,  strike  out  “$3,022,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,596,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  Ford  Ord,  Calif.,  strike  out 
“$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$319,000.” 

(b)  Public  L>aw  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  101, 
as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “(Alaskan  Area),” 
with  respect  to  Wildwood.  Station  (Kenai), 
strike  out'  “$352,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$516,000.” 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (1)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
“$95,010,000,”  "$35,763,000,”  and  “$334,104.- 
000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$1Q0.- 
343,000,”  “$35,927,000,”  and  “$339,601,000,” 
respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Technical  Services 
Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)  ”  with  respect 
to  Cold  Regions  Laboratory,  Hanover,  N.  H., 
strike  out  “$2,496,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$3,787,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$115,624,000”  and 
"“$293,103,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$116,915,000”  and  “$294,394,000.” 

Sec.  110.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  and  directed,  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  finds  after  due  investigation  that 
such  action  would  be  inimical  to  the  national 
security,  to  make  available  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  the  General  Services  Administra¬ 
tion,  or  his  designee,  the  San  Jacinto  Ord¬ 
nance  Depot,  Tex.  Upon  such  property  being 
made  available,  the  Administrator  or  his  de¬ 
signee  is  authorized  and  directed  to  enter 
into  a  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of 
such  property  in  lots  or  in  its  entirety  under 
public  bid  procedures  and  at  not  less  than 
the  fair  market  value  and  to  convey  by  quit¬ 
claim  deed,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
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United  States,  except  as  retained  in  this  act, 
in  and  to  such  property  to  any  legal  person 
or  group  except  Government  agencies  or  de¬ 
partments  upon  such  terms  and  conditions 
as  the  Administrator  or  his  designee  de¬ 
termines  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(b)  Any  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  subsection  (a)  hereof  shall  in¬ 
clude  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  All  mineral  rights,  including  gas  and 
oil,  in  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  shall  be  re¬ 
served  to  the  United  States; 

(2)  The  San  Jacinto  property  shall  be 
offered  for  sale  within  36  months  from  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  act; 

(3)  Title  in  and  to  such  property  shall 
remain  in  the  United  States  until  full  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  is  made. 

(c)  In  the  event  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot  is  made  available  to  the  General 
Services  Administration  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  hereof, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  such  sums  as 
are  necessary  not  to  exceed  $40  million  to 
establish  and  construct,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  replacement  facilities  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  required  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Ala.,  or  any 
other  location  selected  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  for  the  following  projects: 
Inside  the  United  States 
Shipyard  facilities 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  N.  J.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  Calif.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $6  million: 
Provided,  however.  That  no  more  than  $500,- 
000  of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for  protec¬ 
tive  works  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
determines  in  his  judgment  that  sufficient 
action  has  been  taken  or  arrangements  made 
to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  shipyard. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London, 
Conn.:  Operational  and' training  facilities, 
$2,247,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  Calif.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 
Fleet  Base  Facilities 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  R.  I.:  Troop 
housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,709,- 

000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Va.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $2,546,000. 

Aviation  Facilities 
Naval  air  training  stations 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Stationi  Kingsville, 
Tex.:  Troop  housing,  $1,041,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Miss.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Fla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real 
estate,  $4,679,000. 

Fleet  support  air  stations 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  Calif.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Fla.:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows 
Landing,  Calif. :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nev.: 
Operational  and  training-  facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress, 
Va.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$142,000. 


Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point, 
N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $11,- 
215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Fla.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San 
Diego,  Calif.:  Operational  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $7  million. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field, 
Fla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

Marine  Corps  air  stations 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beau¬ 
fort,  S.  C.;  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties  and  real  estate,  $4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma, 
Ariz.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$8,946,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,003,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$2,158,000. 

Special  purpose  air  stations 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Md.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities  at  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Md.,  $17,666,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing  (including  operational 
and  training  facilities  and  troop  housing  on 
San  Nicolas  Island;  and  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  research,  development  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements  at  Camp 
Cooke),  $13,841,000. 

Supply  Facilities 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  R.  I.:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Va.:  Admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  Calif.:  Ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  $146,000. 

Marine  Corps  Facilities 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island, 
S.  C.:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Va.:  Op-, 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego, 
Calif. :  Utilities,  $206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms, 
Calif.;  Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 

Ordnance  Facilities 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Wash.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake, 
Calif.:  Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  Calif. : 
Maintenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 


Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  Calif.: 
Research,  development, .  and  test  facilities, 
$510,000. 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Va.: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
$44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Mass.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak, 
Md.:  Research,  development,  and  test  facil¬ 
ities,  $601,000. 

Service  School  Facilities 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Md.:  Troop 
housing  $14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam 
Neck,  Va.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia:  Operational  facilities,  $650,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Ill.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,368,000. 

Naval  War  College,  Newport,  R.  I.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Va. : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

Medical  Facilities 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda, 
Md.:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 

$8,503,000. 

Communication  Facilities 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County, 
Maine:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$38,654,000. 

Office  of  Naval  Research  Facilities 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Shipyard  Facilities  ' 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor, 
Oahu,  T.  H. :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $159,000. 

Aviation  Facilities 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands: 
Operation  and  training  facilities,  and  real 
estate,  $4,414,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West 
-Indies:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  T.  H. :  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply 
facilities,  $165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  P.  R.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 

Supply  Facilities 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands:  Supply  facilities,  $3,060,000. 

Communication  Facilities 

Naval  Communication  Unit  No.  3,  Asmara, 
Eritrea:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$219,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Mo¬ 
rocco:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$519,000. 

Yards  and  Docks  Facilities 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay, 
Cuba:  Utilities,  $890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  naval  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in 
the  total  amount  of  $66,194,000. 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  naval  installations  and 
facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  mis- 
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slons,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  re¬ 
quirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules.  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  next  military  construction 
authorization  act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land 
acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $25  million:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  im¬ 
mediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  including  those  real  estate  actions 
pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  Sep¬ 
tember  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as 
amended,  and  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  section  513  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct,  or 
acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  hous¬ 
ing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and 
community  facilities  at  the  following  loca¬ 
tions  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com¬ 
modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity 
Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Perrol,  Spain,  45 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco, 
330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  N.  C., 
800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  N.  C.,  27 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  Calif.,  24  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
N.  C.,  849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head.  Oreg.,  24  units. 

Naval  Training'' (Jenter,  Great  .  Lakes,  Ill., 
425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  Calif.,  800 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Mass.,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London, 
Conn.,  500  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Wash.,  30 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur.,  Calif.,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Wash., 
550  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility. 
White  Sands  Proving  Grounds,  N.'  Mex.,  51 
units. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu, 
T.  H.,  1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters, 
Camp  H.  M.  Smith.  Oahu,  T.  H„  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220 
units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay, 
Oahu,  T.  H.,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  T.  H.,  80 
units. 

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  T.  H., 
650  units. 


(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif., 
1,562  units. 

Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Twenty- 
nine  Palms,  Calif.,  493  units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Fla.,  96  units. 

Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head  Md., 
385  units. 

Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Fla., 
392  units. 

Squantum  Gardens,  Mass.,  150  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  82d  Congress, 
as  amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Continental  United  States”  in  section  201 
as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities,” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk, 
Va.  area,  strike  out  “$12,815,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$13,979,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  82d  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$139,- 
143,000”  and  “$266,927,000,”  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,307,000,” 
and  “$268,091,000.” 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  83rd  Con¬ 
gress.  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  section  202,  “$70,656,000,”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  83rd  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$70,- 
656,000,”  and  $210,704,000”  and  inserting  re¬ 
spectively  in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000,”  and 
“$212,833,000.” 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “Marine  Corps 
facilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps 
Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif.,  strike  out 
“$648;000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$778,- 
000.’” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  "ordnance  fa¬ 
cilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Under¬ 
water  Ordnance  Station,  Newport,  R.  I„ 
strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$411,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
“Outside  Continental  United  States"  in  sec¬ 
tion  201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities,” 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana, 
Guam,  Marianas  Islands,  by  striking  out 
“$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Station,  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking 
out  “$8,589,800”  and  inserting  in  place  there¬ 
of  “$9,089,800.” 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$308,- 
463,600,”  “$108,365,300,”  and  “$575,592,300” 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$308,634,600,”  “$111,403,300,”  and  "$578,801,- 
300.” 

Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  fa¬ 
cilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Newport,  R.  I.,  strike  out  “$11,672,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,601,000.” 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Naval  Air  Training  Station),”  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Chase  Field,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$2,247,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000”;  and 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Sta¬ 
tion,  Meridian,  Miss.,  strike  out  $8,231,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$9,141,000.” 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “Aviation  Fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations),”  with 
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respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
Cherry  Point,  N.  C„  strike  out  “$170,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$273,000.” 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  "Service 
School  Facilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Fleet 
Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck, 
Va.,  strike  out  “$237,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$300,000,”  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Ill., 
strike  out  “$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$10,613,000.” 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “Medical  Fa¬ 
cilities,”  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital, 
Great  Lakes,  Ill.,  strike  out  “$12,730,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,754,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  sec¬ 
tion  203  “$85,939,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$86,711,000.” 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 

amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
“$303,453,000,”  “$85,939,000,”  and  “$451,393,- 
000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$312,004,000,”  “$86,711,000,"  and 

“$460,716,000.” 

Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside 
the  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  "Aviation  Facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) ,”  with  respect 
to  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point 
Mugu,  Calif.,  insert  before  “$7,669,000”  the 
words  "and  land  acquisition,”. 

title  m 

Sec,  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 
Air  Defense  Command 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minn.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski, 
Vt.:  Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

Glasglow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Mont.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
N.  Dak.:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,- 
176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Mar¬ 
quette,  Mich.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,- 
673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamth  Falls,  Oreg.:  Com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte 
Marie,  Mich.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,- 
948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Wash.: 
Operational  and  training  facilties,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  N.  Dak.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Mass.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$3,689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  Calif.: 
Medical  facilities,  $122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Mo.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad- 
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ministrative  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,- 
799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens, 
Mich.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhamp- 
ton  Beach,  N.  Y.:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wis.:  Troop  housing, 
and  ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Fla. : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Mich.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  fa¬ 
cilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,696,000. 

Air  Materiel  Command 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Ala.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$975,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  N.  Y.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $1,177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antohio,  Tex.: 
Utilities,  $157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pa.: 
Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,560,- 
000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tenn.: 
Administrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino, 
Calif.:  Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pa.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $61,169,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Ga.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City, 
Okla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

Air  Research  and  Development  Command 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  Calif.: 
Research,  development,  and  test  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities',  and 
real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo, 
N.  Mex.:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  N. 
Mex.:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $481,- 

000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford, 
Mass.:  Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Fla.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  $2,884,000. 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
hospital  and  medical  facilities,  administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 


facilities,  utilities,  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $12,000,000. 

Air  Training  Command 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Rantoul,  Ill.: 
Troop  housing,  $640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Ala.:  Troop 
housing,  $400,000. 

Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville, 
Miss.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco, 
Tex.:  Troop  housing,  $750,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoeniz,  Ariz.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  Calif. : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kans.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Valdosta,  Ga.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $5,432,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nev.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Tex.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $319,000. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Tex.:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls, 
Tex.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nev.:  Supply 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $571,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Okla.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Ariz.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $1,361,000. 

Continental  Air  Command 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Tex.: 
Troop  housing,  $1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilming¬ 
ton,  Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,589,- 
000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Ga.: 
Utilities,  $172,000. 

Headquarters  Command 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Md.  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,937,- 
000. 

Military  Air  Transport  Service 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  S.  C. 
Maintenance  facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Del.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,874,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  N. 
J. :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Ill.: 
Troop  housing,  $423,000. 

Strategic  Air  Command 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Okla.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  La.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $3,355,000, 
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Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,868,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Tex.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,080,000. 

Blythevllle  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville, 
Ark. :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick, 
Maine:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Ind.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $7,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $2,257,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,183,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton, 
Okla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,734,- 
000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus, 
Miss.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,939,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson, 
Ariz.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  util¬ 
ities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Tex.:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  S. 
Dak.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,931,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Wash.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kans.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,703,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead, 
Fla.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $1,489,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Ga.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles, 
La.:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
siipply  facilities,  $3,401,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Wash.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio,  Tex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebr.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $4,250,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Ark.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus, 
Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base.  Limestone,  Maine: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $3,774,000. 
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MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,577,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Mont.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,344,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Fla.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,137,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain 
Home,  Idaho:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $1,039,000. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebr.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  N.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh, 
N.  Y.:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$208,000. 

Richard  Bopg  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wis.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kans.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  N.  Mex.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,431,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls, 
Mass.:  Troop  housing,  $945,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster, 
Mo.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$5,185,000. 

Tactical  Air  Command 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  Calif.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Va.: 
Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle 
Beach,  S.  C.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tenn.: 
Troop  housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Golds¬ 
boro,  N.  C.:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
Utilities,  $4,707,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base.  Sumter,  S.  C. :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  and  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  $1,339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Ga.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,474,000. 

Special  facilities 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $563,000. 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$169,833,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Air  Materiel  Command 

Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $696,000. 

Alaskan  Air  Command 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $380,000. 


Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $710,000.  * 

King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and 
real  estate,  $24,986,000. 

Caribbean  Air  Command 
Howard  Air  Force  Base,  C.  Z.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

Military  Air  Transport  Service 
Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,347,000. 

Pacific  Air  Forces 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  T.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $15,688,000. 

Strategic  Air  Command 
Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,508,000. 

Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  P.  R.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,431,000. 

United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  .  utilities,  $19,- 
952,000. 

Aircraft  control  and  warning  system 
Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,- 
135,000. 

Special  facilities 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $315,000. 

Sec.  302.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  classified  military 
installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic  and 
strategic  missiles  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appur¬ 
tenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the 
total  amount  of  $195,500,000. 

Sec.'  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  con¬ 
struction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments, 
new  and  unforeseen  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  deter¬ 
mines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for 
inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction 
authorization  act  would  be  inconsistent  with 
interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert, 
rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  tempo¬ 
rary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $25 
million :  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  House  of  Representatives  immediately 
upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement, 
of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including 
those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 


Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513 
of  this  act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is 
authorized  to  construct*  or  acquire  by  lease 
or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy 
as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat. 
454),  or  through  other  commodity  transac¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300 
units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Kefiavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900 
units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid -Torre j on  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and 
community  facilities. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
50  units. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  190  units. 

Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  93  units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  83  units. 

Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
177  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  110  units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  area,  United  King¬ 
dom,  55  units,  and  community  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station, 
United  Kingdom,  22  units. 

Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  259  units. 

Wethersfield,  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  416  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oreg.,  150 
units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  970  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ind.,  250  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Ill.,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536 
units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Okla.,  50 
units. 

Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Mich.,  169  units. 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  S.  C.,  275  units. 

Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Del.,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minn.,  365 
units. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  778  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  S.  Dak.,  220  units. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kans.,  414  units. 

Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Va.,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Wash.,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Ain  Force  Base,  Mont.,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,’  N.  Dak.,  744 
units. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.,  270  units. 

Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  550  units. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  N.  ^fex.,  400 
units. 
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James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  366 
units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Miss.,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Mich.,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Mich.,  595  units. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Mex.,  490  units. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  La.,  300  units. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Va.,  500  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Wash.,  200  units. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Mont.,  150 
units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Wash.,  1,000 
units. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  540  units. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Fla.,  668  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  N.  J.,  1,450  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Dak.,  932  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270 
units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nev.,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  N.  Y„  290 
units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebr.,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  N.  H.,  483  units. 

Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114 
units. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wis.,  900 
units. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Mo.,  610 
units. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Ga.,  150  units. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mich.,  580  units. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  325 
units. 

Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.,  220 
units. 

Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  N.  Y.,  216 
units. 

Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177 
units. 

Truax  Field,  Wis.,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Ga.,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy.  Colo., 
300  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Okla.,  230  units. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Mass.,  310  units. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Mo.,  154  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Ariz.,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Mich.,  618  units. 

Outside  the  United  States 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050 
units. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire  family  housing  at  the  following 
locations:  t 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.,  175  units. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.,  225  units. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Ariz.,  550 
units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo., 
500  units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Ga.,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colo.,  480  units. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Ala.,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.,  628  units. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Tex.,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  S.  C.,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Mex.,  800  units. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio, 
2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the 
heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  301  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Mass.,  strike  out  “$6,076,000,”  and 
Insert  in.  place  thereof  “$6,522,000.” 


Under  the  subheading  "Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air 
Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,- 
508,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$15,800,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$824,- 
300,000”  and  “$1,363,189,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000”  and  “$1,364,- 
927,000,”  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended,  under  the 
heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  301,  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand” — 

( 1 )  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Air¬ 
port,  Duluth,  Minn.,  strike  out  “$1,469,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,636,000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Mass.,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,341,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out  “$1,339,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,661,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Training  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  James  Connally  Air 
Force  Base,  Waco,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$4,687,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,301,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand”  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air  Force 
Base,  Great  Falls,  Mont.,  strike  out  “$1,586,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,726,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  84th  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
clause  (3)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$811,- 
342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$814,349,000”  and  “$1,450,- 
957,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th 
Congress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading 
“Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301,  as 
follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand” —  * 

(1)  with  respect  to  -Glasgow  Air  Force 
Base,  Glasgow,  Mont.,  strike  out  $2,048,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,390,000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force 
Base,  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  strike  out  “$1,100- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,348,000.” 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base, 
Minot,  N.  Dak.,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$8,507,000.” 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Mass.,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$615,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force  Base, 
San  Antonio,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$899,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Air  Training  Com¬ 
mand,”  with  respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force 
Base,  Sherman,  Tex.,  strike  out  “$460,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$637,000.” 

Under  the  subheading  “Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force 
Base,  Shreveport,  La.,  strike  out  “$3,344,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,633,000.” 

(2)  with  respect  Beale  Air  Force  Base, 
Marysville,  Calif.,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$9,087,000.” 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force 
Base,  Tampa,  Fla.,  strike  out  “$936,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,268,000.” 

(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force 
Base,  Portsmouth,  N.  H.,  strike  out  “$2,344,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,947,000.” 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force 
Base,  Knob  Noster,  Mo.,  strike  out  “$235,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$306,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  85th  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of 
section  502  the  amounts  “$394,076,000”  and 
“$601,781,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$399,755,000”  and  “$607,460,000,”  respec¬ 
tively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  85th 
Congress,  is  amended,  under  the  heading 


“Alert. and  Dispersal  of  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand  Forces”  in  section  1,  as  follows: 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force 
Base,  Grand  Forks,  N.  Dak.,  strike  out 
“$895,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,892,000.” 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base, 
Minot,  N.  Dak.,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$1,479,000.” 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike 
out  “$4,380,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,479,000.” 

(4)  With  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  strike  out  “$690,000”  and  in¬ 
sert  in  place  thereof  “$969,000.” 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  85th  Congress,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  3  the 
amount  “$549,670,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$552,657,000.” 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Acad¬ 
emy  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  49),  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first 
sentence  the  figure  “$135,425,000”  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797,000.” 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the 
heading  “Research  and  Development  Com¬ 
mand”  in  title  III  of  Public  Law  161,  84th 
Congress  (69  Stat.  342),  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Various  locations:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  operational  facilities  (including 
not  more  than  $357,000  for  an  off-base  road¬ 
way  approximately  10  miles  in  length  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape 
Canaveral — an  auxiliary  to  Patrick  Air  Force 
Base)  $20,000,000.” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is 
effective  from  March  1,  1956. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  es¬ 
tablish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  required  for  advanced  research  projects 
and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  may  establish  or  develop  classified 
installations  and  facilities  for  defense  mis¬ 
siles  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating  or  installing  permanent  or 
temporary  works,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of 
$183,401,000. 

Sec.  403.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
report  in  detail  semiannually  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  vof 
the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect 
to  the  exercise  of  the  authority  granted  by 
this  title. 

title  v 

General  provisions 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Secretary  of  each  military  department  may 
proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations 
and  facilities  under  this  act  without  regard 
to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  529,  40 
U.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774  (d) 
and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  tem¬ 
porary  improvements  on  land  includes  au¬ 
thority  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead, 
planning,  and  supervision  incident  to  con¬ 
struction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under 
section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though 
the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority 
to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  au¬ 
thority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary 
use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  act.  but  appropria- 
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tions  for  public  works  projects  authorized 
by  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$104,325,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $8,- 
732,000;  section  102,  $63,906,000;  section  103, 
$25  million;  or  a  total  of  $201,963,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$216,309,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,- 
384,000;  section  202,  $66,194,000;  section  203, 
$25  million;  or  a  total  of  $323,887,000. 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 

$541,236,000;  outside  the  United  States, 
$123,654,000;  section  302,  $195,500,000;  sec¬ 
tion  303,  $25  million;  or  a  total  of 

$885,390,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV:  $233,401,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  act  may,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  5  percent  for  projects  inside  the 
United  States  and  by  10  percent  for  projects 
outside  the  United  States.  However,  the 
total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title 
may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  au¬ 
thorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in 
that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  here¬ 
tofore  provided  by  the  act  of  September  1, 

1954  (68  Stat.  1119),  the  act  of  July  15, 

1955  (69  Stat.  324) ,  and  the  act  of  August  s, 

1956  (70  Stat.  991),  for  the  provision  of 
family  housing  shall  be  available  for  the 
construction  of  family  housing  at  any  in¬ 
stallations  for  which  appropriated  fund 
family  housing  is  authorized  to  be  con¬ 
structed  under  titles  I  and  III  of  this  act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  com¬ 
pliance  with  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made 
under  this  act  for  the  establishment  or  de¬ 
velopment  of  military  installations  and 
facilities  in  foreign  countries  would  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  carrying  out  of  this  act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Comptroller  General  have  agreed  upon  al¬ 
ternative  methods  of  adequately  auditing 
those  contracts;  the  President  may  exempt 
those  contracts  from  the  requirements  of 
that  section. 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  made  by  the  United 
States  under  this  act  shall  be  executed 
under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the 
Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 
Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  determines  that  because  of 
special  circumstances  such  contracts  should 
be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  su¬ 
pervision  of  another  department  or  Govern¬ 
ment  agency,  and  shall  be  awarded,  insofar 
as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the 
lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national 
security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the  award 
is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  section  15  of  the 
act  of  August  9,  1955  (69  Stat.  547,  551). 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretaries 
of  the  military  departments  shall  report 
semiannually  to  the  President  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts 
awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive  basis 
to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  author¬ 
ization  for  military  public  works  to  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military 
department  in  connection  with  the  estab¬ 
lishment  or  development  of  military  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations 
for  appropriations  therefor,  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  acts  approved  before  August  4, 
1956,  and  not  superseded  or  otherwise  modi¬ 
fied  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed, 
except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and 
for  appropriations  therefor  that  are  set  forth 
in  those  acts  in  the  titles  that  contain  the 
general  provisions; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works 
projects  as  to  which  appropriated  funds 


have  been  obligated  for  construction  con¬ 
tracts  or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in 
part  before  July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations 
for  appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorizations  for  public  works 
and  the  appropriation  of  funds  that  are 
contained  in  sections  2231-2238  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
882,  883,  885,  886); 

(4)  the  authorization  for  the  development 
of  the  Line  of  Communications,  France,  in 
the  amount  of  $30  million  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  act  of  July  14, 
1952  (66  Stat.  606,  609); 

(5)  the  authorization  for  development  of 
classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,- 
439,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section 
102,  of  the  act  of  September  28,  1951  (65 
Stat.  336,  343); 

(6)  the  authorization  for  public  works 
and  for  the  appropriation  of  funds  that  are 
contained  in  the  act  of  April  1,  1954  (68 
Stat.  47) ,  as  amended;  and 

(7)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  sec¬ 
tion  506  of  the  act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531,  558),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of 
$1,850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Nor¬ 
folk,  Va.,  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  sec¬ 
tion  201  under  the  heading  ‘‘Continental 
United  States”  and  subheading  “Aviation  Fa¬ 
cilities”  of  the  act  of  August  7,  1953  (67  Stat. 
440,  442 ) ,  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary 
Air  Station,  El  Centro,  Calif.;  navigational 
aids  in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine 
Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Calif.;  research 
and  development  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$1,804,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Sta¬ 
tion,  .Trenton,  N.  J.;  and  navigational  aids 
in  the  amount  of  $400,000  at  the  Naval  Air 
Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Wash.:  that  are 
contained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the 
heading  "Continental  United  States”  and 
subheading  “Aviation  Facilities”  of  the  act 
of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540),  as 
amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $2,638,000  that 
is  contained  in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the 
act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  543),  as 
amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  act  of 
June  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  236,  245),  is  hereby 
repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  act  of  July  15, 
1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is  fur¬ 
ther  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through 
and  including  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or 
near  military  tactical  installations  for  as¬ 
signment  as  public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if  any,  with¬ 
out  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee, 
that  there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing 
facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical 
installations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall 
be  leased  on  a  family  or  individual  unit 
basis  and  not  more  than  5,000  of  such  units 
may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Expendi¬ 
tures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities 
may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available 
for  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not 
exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  act  of  August 
3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1015),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military 
department  may  acquire  any  interest  in 
land  that — ■ 

“(1)  he  or  his  designee  determines  is 
needed  in  the  interest  of  national  defense; 
and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  administrative  costs  and  the 
amounts  of  any  deficiency  judgments). 
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This  section  does  not  authorize  the  ac¬ 
quisition,  as  part  of  the  same  project,  of  two 
or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land  that  to¬ 
gether  cost  more  than  $25,000.” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016),  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section  at  the  end  thereof: 

“(5)  No-  determination  that  a  project  is 
urgently  required  shall  be  necessary  for 
projects,  the  cost  of  which  is  not  in  excess  of 
$5,000.” 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of 
the  act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531, 
556) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law,  and  effective  July  1,  1958,  no 
family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for 
or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military  in¬ 
stallations  or  activities  unless  the  actual 
number  of  units  involved  has  been  specif¬ 
ically  authorized  by  an  annual  military 
construction  authorization  act  except  (1) 
housing  units  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  404  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units  leased, 
utilizing  available  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  appropriations,  for  terms  of  1  year, 
whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms  of 
not  more  than  5  years  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  417  of  the  act  of  August 
3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1018).” 

Sec.  513.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  authori¬ 
zations  for  the  construction  of  family  hous¬ 
ing  contained  in  subsections  104  (a),  204  (a) , 
and  304  (a)  of  this  act,  the  total  number  of 
units  of  family  housing  constructed  during 
fiscal  year  1959  pursuant  to  the  authority 
contained  in  such  subsections  shall  not  ex¬ 
ceed  a  total  of  4,000  units.  The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number 
of  units  to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the 
military  services  in  conformity  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations 
for  the  construction  of  family  housing  con¬ 
tained  in  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b),  and 
304  (b)  of  this  act,  the  total  number  of  units 
of  family  housing  constructed  during  fiscal 
year  1959  pursuant  to  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  such  subsections  shall  not  exceed 
a  total  of  30,000  units.  The  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number 
of  units  to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the 
military  services  in  conformity  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection.  The  Secretaries 
of  the  three  military  departments,  or  the 
designee  of  each,  shall  promptly  notify  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  any 
determination  made  hereunder  as  it  affects 
each  such  department. 

(c)  To  the  extent  that  any  of  the  authori¬ 
zations  contained  in  subsections  104  (b), 
•204  (b).  and  304  (b)  of  this  act  to  construct 
housing  at  locations  specified  therein  are  not 
utilized,  such  authorizations  may  be  exer¬ 
cised  to  construct  housing  at  other  locations, 
except  that  (1)  the  total  number  of  housing 
units  to  be  constructed  under  the  authority 
of  this  subsection  by  any  service  shall  not 
exceed  10  percent  of  the  total  number  of 
units  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  that 
service  under  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b), 
or  304  (b),  as  the  case  may  be,  and  (2)  the 
total  number  of  units  constructed  by  the 
three  services  pursuant  to  this  authority 
shall  not,  when  added  to  the  total  number 
of  units  constructed  pursuant  to  the  author¬ 
ity  contained  in  subsections  104  (b) ,  204  (b) , 
and  304  (b),  exceed  the  total  number  of 
units  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  sub¬ 
section  (b)  hereof. 

(d)  (1)  Section  404  (c)  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  Condemnation  proceedings  insti¬ 
tuted  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
ducted  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  August  1,  1888  (25  Stat.  357; 
40  U.  S.  C.  257) ,  as  amended,  or  any  other 
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applicable  Federal  statute.  Before  any  such 
condemnation  proceedings  are  instituted,  an 
effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  the  property 
involved  by  negotiation.  In  any  such  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings,  and  in  the  interests 
of  expedition,  the  issue  of  just  compensation 
shall  be  determined  by  a  commission  of  three 
qualified,  disinterested  persons  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  court.  Any  commission  ap¬ 
pointed  hereunder  shall  give  full  considera¬ 
tion  to  all  elements  of  value  in  accordance 
•with  existing  law,  and  shall  have  the  powers 
of  a  master  provided  in  subdivision  (c)  of 
rule  53  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Pro¬ 
cedure  and  proceedings  before  it  shall  be 
governed  by  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  subdivision  (d)  of  such  rule.  Its 
action  and  report  shall  be  determined  by  a 
majority  ar(d  its  findings  and  report  shall 
have  the  effect,  and  be  dealt  with  by  the 
court  in  accordance  with  the  practice  pre¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  (e) 
of  such  rule.  Trial  of  all  issues,  other  than 
just  compensation,  shall  be  by  the  court. 

“(2)  In  any  condemnation  proceedings 
instituted  pursuant  to  this  section,  the 
court  shall  not  order  the  party  in  possession 
to  surrender  possession  in  advance  of  final 
judgment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has 
been  filed,  and  a  deposit  of^the  amount  esti¬ 
mated  to  be  just  compensation  has  been 
made,  under  the  first  section  of  the  act  of 
February  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421),  providing 
for  such  declarations.  Unless  title  is  in  dis¬ 
pute,  the  court,  upon  application,  shall 
promptly  pay  to  the  owner  at  least  75  percent 
of  the  amount  so  deposited,  but  such  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  without  prejudice  to  any 
party  to  the  proceeding.  In  the  event  that 
condemnation  proceedings  are  instituted  in 
accordance  with  procedures  under  such  act 
of  February  26,  1931,  the  court  shall  order 
that  the  amount  deposited  shall  be  paid  in 
a  lump  sum  or  over  a  period  not  exceeding 
five  years  in  accordance  with  stipulations 
executed  by  the  parties  in  the  proceedings. 
In  connection  with  condemnation  proceed¬ 
ings  which  do  not  utilize  the  procedures 
under  such  act,  the  Secretary  or  his  designee, 
after  final  judgment  of  the  court,  may  pay 
or  agree  to  pay  in  a  lump  sum  or,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  stipulations  executed  by  the 
parties  to  the  proceedings,  over  a  period  not 
exceeding  5  years  the  difference  between 
the  outstanding  principal  obligation,  plus 
accrued  interest,  and  the  price  for  the  prop¬ 
erty  fixed  by  the  court.  Unless  such  pay¬ 
ment  is  made  in  a  lump  sum,  the  unpaid 
balance  thereof  shall  bear  interest  at  the 
rate  of  4  percent  per  annum.” 

(2)  The  amendment  made  by  this  subsec¬ 
tion  shall  be  applicable  to  any  condemnation 
proceedings  instituted  pursuant  to  section 
404  of  the  housing  amendments  of  1055  sub¬ 
sequent  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
act. 

Sec.  514.  None  of  the  authority  contained 
In  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  act  shall  be 
deemed  to  authorize  any  building  construc¬ 
tion  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage 
warehousing; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  ware¬ 
housing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  bar¬ 
racks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer 
quarters; 

unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that,  because  of  special  circumstances,  ap¬ 
plication  to  such  project  of  the  limitations 
on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is  im¬ 
practicable. 

Sec.  515.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  this 
act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958.” 

Sec.  516.  Section  407  (e)  of  Public  Law 
85-241,  approved  August  30,  1957,  is  amended 


by  striking  out  "July  1,  1960,”  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  "July  1  1962.” 

TITLE  VI 

Reserve  forces  facilities 

Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows : 

(1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that 
precedes  clause  (1)  thereof  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows; 

"§  2233.  Acquisition 

"(a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235, 
2236,  and  2238  of  this  title  and  subsection 
(c)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may — ”. 

(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding  the 
following  new  subsections  at  the  end 
thereof : 

"(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  procure 
advance  planning,  construction  design,  and 
architectural  services  in  connection  with  fa¬ 
cilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under 
this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise  author¬ 
ized  by  law. 

“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  be  considered  ‘military  public 
works’  under  the  provisions  of  the  military 
construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal 
prior  authorizations  for  military  public 
works.” 

(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted 
after  section  2233 : 

"§  2233a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is 
more  than  $50,000  may  be  made  under  sec¬ 
tion  2233  of  this  title  for  any  facility  that 
has  not  been  authorized  by  a  law  authoriz¬ 
ing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for 
reserve  forces.  This  requirement  does  not 
apply  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  ex¬ 
panded,  rehabilitated,  converted,  or  equipped 
to  restore  or  replace  facilities  damaged  or 
destroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of  that 
action.” 

(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  new 
item : 

"2233a.  Limitation.” 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National  De¬ 
fense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by 
paragraph  (a)  of  the  act  of  August  9,  1955, 
chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by  section  2 
of  the  act  of  August  29,  1957,  Public  Law 
85-215  (71  Stat.  489),  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  words  "in  an  amount  not  to 
exceed  $580  million  over  a  period  of  the  next 
8  fiscal  years  commencing  with  fiscal  year 
1951”. 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense 
Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by  sec¬ 
tion  414  of  the  act  of  August  3,  1956,  chapter 
939  (70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended  by  striking 
out  the  words  “and  without  regard  to  the 
monetary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by 
this  section.” 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following 
facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

Naval  Reserve  ( aviation ) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force 
Base),  Atlanta,  Ga.:  Training  facilities, 
$480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Tex.:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities  and  utilities,  $259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colo.:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  utilities,  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Ill.:  Naviga¬ 
tional  aids  and  utilities,  $179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Mich.:  Air¬ 
field  lighting,  $147,000. 
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Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  Calif.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  liquid 
fueling  and  dispensing  facilities,  airfield 
lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,992,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin  Cal¬ 
lender  Field),  La.:  Administrative  facilities, 
community  facilities,  navigational  aids,  op¬ 
erational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  land  acquisition, 
$2,447,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  N.  Y.:  Air¬ 
field  lighting,  $130,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  N.  Y.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kans.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $570,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth, 
Mass.:  Utilities,  $407,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pa.: 
Utilities,  $99,000. 

Naval  Reserve  (surface) 

Alameda,  Calif.:  Waterfront  operational 
facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloom¬ 
ington,  Ind.:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Boston,  Mass.:  Training  facilities, 
$108,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Cen- 
tralia.  Wash.:  Training  facilities,  $81,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chilli- 
cothe,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $100,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Dan¬ 
ville,  Ky.:  Training  facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk, 
N.  Y.:  Training  facilities,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  N.  Y.:  Waterfront  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $120,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hay¬ 
ward,  Calif.:  Training  facilities  and  land 
acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $515,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa 
City,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  La.:  Communications,  $210,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olym¬ 
pia  (Tumwater),  Wash.:  Training  facilities, 
$47,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena, 
Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port 
Chicago,  Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $94,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  San  Jose,  Calif.:  Land  acquisition, 
$78,000. 

Saint  Petersburg,  Fla.:  Waterfront  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $26,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Steubenville,  Ohio:  Land  acqui¬ 
sition,  $18,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White 
Oak  (Lewiston),  Md.:  Training  facilities, 
$557,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima, 
Wash.:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  ( Ground ) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Lynchburg,  Va.:  Training  facilities  and  land 
acquisition,  $388,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Memphis,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Moline,  Ill.:  Training  facilities, 
$152,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Pasadena,  Calif.:  Training  facilities, 
$163,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

Air  Force  Reserve 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Md.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$129,000. 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ind.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  utilities 


No.  129 - 5 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


14218 

and  ground  improvements,  and  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  $3,174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile.  Ala.:  Maintenance 
facility,  $97,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Conn.: 
Maintenance  facility  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $160,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskoyee,  Okla. :  Maintenance 
facility,  and  supply  facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitcbell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wis.: 
Maintenance  facility,  and  operational  and 
training  facilities,  $173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  N.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton, 
Mo.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$101,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field), 
Orleans  Parish,  La.:  Operational  .and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $622,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pa.: 
Maintenance  facility,  $93,000. 

Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Mich.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  facilities,  $171,000. 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Mass.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $740,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel, 
Minn.:  Site  improvements,  $500,000. 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birming¬ 
ham,  Ala.:  Operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Va.:  Supply  facil¬ 
ities,  $50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wis.:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Ill.:  Supply 
facilities,  $78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines, 
Iowa.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Wash.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester.  N.  H.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport, 
Miss.:  Supply  facilities,  $362,000. 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Tex.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1,862,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nev.:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$159,000. 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Mich.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $1,136,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque, 
N.  Mex.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $570,000. 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martins- 
burg,  W.  Va. :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $123,000. 

O’Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Ill.: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $1,099,000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario, 
Calif.:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$127,000. 

Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland, 
Oreg.:  Supply  facilities  and  maintenance 
facilities,  $233,000. 

Rosecrans  Field,  St.  Joseph,  Mo.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan, 
P.  R.:  Supply  facilities,  $70,000. 

Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Ariz.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $655,000. 

Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Ky.:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  $715,000. 

Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence, 
R.  I.:  Operational  and  training,  facilities, 
$213,000. 


Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Ga.:  Housing,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities  and  utilities,  $317,000. 

Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  bar¬ 
riers,  $300,000. 

(3 )  For  Department  of  the  Army : 

Army  Reserve 

Batavia,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 

Beckley,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities, 
$289,000. 

Beloit,  \Vis.:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Canandaigua,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities, 
$171,000. 

Canton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

Cheyenne,  Wyo.:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 
000. 

Durant,  Okla.:  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Fargo,  N.  Dak.:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Fremont,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 
000. 

Galesburg,  Ill.:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Greenwood,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$85,000. 

Hempstead,  N.  Y.  (Nr2) :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $536,000. 

Johnstown,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Kewaunee,  Wis.:  Training  facilities,  $157,- 

000. 

Madison,  Wis.:  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilites, 
$490,000. 

Oklahoma  City,  Okla.  (Nr2) :  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $443,000. 

St.  Marys,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$149,000. 

St.  Marys,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Salinas,  ^Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 

Sintbn,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $164,- 
000. 

Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities, 
$149,000. 

San  Jose,  Calif.:  Road  improvements, 
$32,000. 

Land  acquisition :  Training  facilities, 
$419,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
(armory) 

Ackerman,  Miss.:  Training  facilities, 

$54,000. 

Agawam,  Mass.:  Training  facilities, 
$210,000. 

Amarillo,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $231,000. 

Asheville,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 

$132,000. 

Ashford,  Ala.:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Atlanta,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Batesburg,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Batesville,  Miss.:  Training  facilities, 

$54,000. 

Beckley,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities, 

$200,000. 

Belfast,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Belmont,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Belton,  S.  C. :  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 

Belton,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $86,000. 

Berryville,  Ark.:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Berryville,  Va. :  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Bethel,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Bethlehem,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Boston,  Mass.:  Training  facilities,  $270,000. 

Bridgeport,  Ala. :  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Brunswick,  Maine :  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $135,- 
000. 

Calhoun,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 

Camden,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Carlisle,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Catskill,  N.  Y. :  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Chesterfield,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$99,000. 

Chester,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 

Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

Clarksburg,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities, 
$189,000. 

Clayton,  N.  Mex.:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

Clover,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
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Cody,  Wyo.:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 
Concord.  N.  H.:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Crossville,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $91,- 
000. 

Cuero,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 
Culver  City,  Calif.:  Training  facilities, 
$38,000. 

Dallas  No.  5,  Tex.:  Training  facilities, 
$154,000. 

Dayton,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Duluth,  Minn.:  Training  facilities,  $37,000. 
Eatonton,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $90,- 
000.  ^ 

Edna,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

El  Campo,  Tex.:  Training  facilities,  $104,- 
000. 


Espanolo,  N.  Mex.:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

Fairbanks,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$277,000. 

Farmville,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$98,000. 

Fontana,  Calif.:  Training  facilities,  $105,- 
000. 


Franklin,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $91,- 

000. 

Fredericktown,  Mo.:  Training  facilities, 
$135,000. 

Gainesville,  Fla.:  Training  facilities,  $120,- 

000. 


Training  facilities, 
Training  facilities, 
Training  facilities, 
Training  facilities. 


Gainesville,  Tex.: 

$111,000. 

Gardiner,  Maine: 

$75,000. 

Gassaway,  W.  Va.: 

$189,000. 

Greensboro,  N.  C.: 

$357,000. 

Greenville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $165,- 

000. 

Hammonton,  N.  J.:  Training  facilities, 
$175,000. 

Harriman,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

Hendersonville,  N..C.:  Training  facilities, 

$120,000. 

Hollister,  Calif.:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

Honey  Grove,  Tex.:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

Houston  No.  1,  Tex.:  Training  facilities, 
$323,000. 

Houston  No.  2,  Tex.:  Training  facilities, 
$264,000. 

Jerome,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 
Johnston,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $99,- 
000. 

Juncos,  P.  R.:  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 
Juneau,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $450,- 


000. 

Kannapolis,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 

$109,000. 

Kealakekua,  T.  H.:  Training  facilities, 

$145,000. 

Ketchikan,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 

$277,000. 

Keyser,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Kingsport,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities, 
$165,000. 

Lake  City,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities, 


$99,000. 

Lasker -Woodland,  N.  C.:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $103,000. 

Laurinburg,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000.  - 

Lincolntqn,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$95,000. 

Ligonier,  Pa.:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Little  Rock,  Ark.:  Training  facilities, 
$260,000. 

Livingston,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

Logan,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 

Lovell,  Wyo.:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Marietta,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Mayaguez,  P.  R.:  Training  facilities,  $160,- 


000. 

Middleboro,  Ky.:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000. 
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Millinocket,  Maine:  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

Minneapolis,  Minn.:  Training  facilities, 

$88,000. 

Nashville,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $98,- 

000. 

New  Bern,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities, 

$91,000. 

New  London,  Conn.:  Training  facilities, 

$360,000. 

Norfolk,  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $441,000. 
Northwest  St.  Paul,  Minn.:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $130,000. 

Oak  Ridge,  Tenn:  Training  facilities, 

$142,000. 

Ocean  Springs,  Miss.:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

Pacolet  Mills,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$99,000. 

Patcnogue,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities, 

$375,000. 

Persons,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Phoenix,  Ariz.:  Training  facilities,  $65,000. 
Pitman,  N.  J.:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

Preston,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Princeton,  N.  J.:  Training  facilities,  $175,- 

000. 

Pulaski,  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 
Quitman,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Reynolds,  Ga.:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Richmond,  Va.:  Training  facilities,  $441,- 
000. 

Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Rockingham,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$98,000. 

Roseboro,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Saco,  Maine:  $150,000. 

Salem,  N.  J.:  Training  facilities,  $15,000. 
Salem,  Oreg.:  Training  facilities,  $161,000. 
Salem,  S.  Dak.:  Training  facilities,  $150,- 

000. 

San  Fernando,  Calif.:  Training  facilities, 

$115,000. 

San  Rafael (  Fairfax),  Calif.:  Training 
facilities,  $115,000. 

Saranac  Lake,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

Saugus,  Mass.:  Training  facilities,  $210,- 

000. 

Shallotte,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Silver  City,  N.  Mex.:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

Sitka,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Smithfield,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$98,000. 

Smithtown,  N.  Y.:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

Socorro,  N.  Mex.:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

South  Boston,  Mass.:  Training  facilities, 
$360,000. 

South  Pittsburg,  Tenn.:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $91,000. 

South  Portland,  Maine!  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $150,000. 

Saint  George,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities, 
$99,000. 

Stillwater,  Minn.:  Training  facilities, 

$37,000. 

Storm  Lake,  Iowa:  Training  facilities, 
$95,000. 

Sturgis,  Mich.:  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 
Swan  ton,  Vt.:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 
Tell  City,  Ind.:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
Texarkana,  Tex.:  Training  facilities, 

$153,000. 

Twin  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

Valparaiso,  Ind.:  Training  facilities, 

$188,000. 

Ventura,  Calif.:  Training  facilities, 

$115,000. 

Wahoo,  Nebr.:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Wallace,  N.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Waverly,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities,  $31,000. 
Waynesboro,  Tenn.:  Training  facilities, 

$91,000. 

Weston,  W.  Va.:  Training  facilities, 

$189,000 


Whitman,  Mass.:  Training  facilities, 

$210,000. 

Whitmire,  S.  C.:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Winnemucca,  Nev.:  Training  facilities, 

$110,000. 

Yates  Center,  Kans.:  Training  facilities, 
$93,000. 

Yuma,  Ariz.:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

-  (NONARMORY) 

Anchorage,  Alaska:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $192,000. 

Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $190,000. 

Burlington,  Vt.:  Administrative  and  supply 
facilities.  $208,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  La.:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $325,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  La.:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $279,000. 

Camp  Butner,  N.  C.:  Supply  facilities, 
$353,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$80,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities, 

$120,000. 

Camp  Shelby,  Miss.:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $165,000. 

Columbia,  S.  C.:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$80,000. 

Concord,  N.  H.:  Administrative  and  supply 
facilities,  $145,000. 

Culbertson,  Mont.:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$73,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Mo.:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $113,000. 

Kalispell,  Mont.:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$67,000. 

Nashville,  Tenn. :  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $493,000. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $235,000. 

Trenton,  N.  J.:  Supply  facilities,  $80,000. 

(4)  For  all  Reserve  components:  Facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  Reserve 
forces  units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or 
his  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
facilities  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  au¬ 
thorizing  appropriations  for  specific  facili¬ 
ties  for  Reserves  forces  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  national  security  and 
if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee 
notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final 
decision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and 
estimated  cost  of  any  facility  to  be  under¬ 
taken  under  this  subsection. 

Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
2233a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  does 
not  apply  to — 

(a)  facilities  that — • 

(1)  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation 
with  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
before  July  1.  1958; 

(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1,  1960; 
and 

(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act; 
or 

(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  603  (4)  of  this  act;  or 

(c)  The  following  facilities  for  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States: 

(1)  Milford  Point,  Conn.:  Operation  and 
training  facilities,  $337,000. 

(2)  Wellesley,  Mass.:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $319,000. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White 
Plains,  N.  Y.:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $105,000. 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
establish  or  develop  installations  and  facil¬ 
ities  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tions  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  section  4774  (d)  and  9774 

(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  au¬ 
thority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary 
improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for 


surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning, 
and  supervision  incident  to  construction. 
That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 
to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355 
of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and 
even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily. 
The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land 
includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (includ¬ 
ing  temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  ex¬ 
change  of  Government-owned  land,  or  oth¬ 
erwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriations  for  facilities  proj¬ 
ects  authorized  by  section  603  for  the  re¬ 
spective  Reserve  components  of  the  Armed 
Forces  may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy;  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $11,886,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army 
Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  $28,330,000. 

Sec.  607.  (a)  Any  of  the  amounts  named 
in  section  603  of  this  act  may,  in  the 'dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  15  percent,  but  the  total  cost  for 
all  projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and 
Marine  Cprps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Re¬ 
serve,  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may 
not  exceed  the  amounts  named  in  clauses 
1,  2  (a),  2  (b),  and  3  of  section  606  respec¬ 
tively. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force,  respectively,  may,  in  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  establish 
or  develop  facilities  for  Reserve  forces  other 
than  those  facilities  authorized  by  section 
603  of  this  act,  except  that  (1)  the  total 
cost  of  such  facilities  by  any  service  shall 
not  exceed  10  percent  of  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  expended  by  that  service 
for  projects  under  such  section,  and  (2)  the 
total  cost  for  all  projects  established  or  de¬ 
veloped  by  any  service  under  the  authority 
of  this  subsection  shall  not,  when  added  to 
the  total  cost  of  the  projects  established  or 
developed  by  such  service  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  603,  exceed  the  amounts 
prescribed  by  clauses  1,  2  (a),  2  (b) ,  3,  of 
section  606,  respectively. 

Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958.” 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July 
10,  1958. 

Attest :  Ralph  R.  Roberts, 

Clerk. 

Mr.  S TENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senate  is  considering  the  so-called  mili¬ 
tary  construction  bill.  It  is  a  military 
construction  program  at  home  and 
abroad  for  all  three  services.  The 
copies  of  the  hearings  are  on  the  desks 
of  Senators,  together  with  the  commit¬ 
tee  report.  I  have  a  fairly  brief  speech 
and  analysis  of  the  bill  which  1  should 
like  to  put  in  the  Record.  I  would  ap¬ 
preciate  being  able  to  make  my  re¬ 
marks  without  interruption,  so  far  as 
possible,  because  there  is  a  certain  con¬ 
tinuity  to  them.  Of  course,  if  a  Sena¬ 
tor  has  a  pressing  engagement  else¬ 
where,  I  shall  be  glad  to  yield  to  him; 
otherwise  I  ask  that  I  be  permitted  to 
make  my  remarks  without  interruption. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  this  bill 
is  to  authorize  construction  for  the 
military  departments  within  and  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  in  the  total 
amount  of  $2,509,562,000,  broken  down 
as  follows: 

New  authorizations  for  the  active 
forces,  $1,644,641,000. 
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Additions  to  prior  year  authoriza¬ 
tions,  $64,455,000. 

New  authorizations  for  the  Reserve 
components — Organized  Reserve  and 
National  Guard — $57,246,000. 

In  addition,  the  $2,599,000,000  figure 
includes  authorizations  to  construct  ap¬ 
proximately  $833  million  of  title  VIII— 
Capehart — family  housing  units. 

I  might  say  at  this  point,  that  while 
the  title  VIII  housing  is  not  normally 
considered  a  budget  item,  nevertheless 
the  units  must  be  paid  for  and  this  bill 
cannot  properly  be  evaluated  unless  the 
housing  costs  are  considered — for  once 
approved  and  made  part  of  law — they 
represent  a  charge  against  the  taxpayer 
as  legitimate  as  any  outright  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

These  houses  are  not  built  with  ap¬ 
propriated  funds,  and  therefore  do  not 
show  up  in  the  budget.  However,  the 
contingent  liability  imposed  by  the  bill, 
if  they  are  constructed,  is  as  outlined. 

The  approximately  $1,645  million  in 
new  authorizations  is  divided  between 
the  three  services  as  follows:  Army, 
$201,963,000;  Navy,  $323,887,000;  Air 
Force,  $885,390,000. 

In  addition,  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  would  be  authorized  $233,406,000. 

Mr.  President,  the  figures  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  represent  a  total  slightly  under 
$600  million  less  than  that  originally  re¬ 
quested  by  Department  of  Defense.  A 
comparison  of  the  final  committee  ac¬ 
tions  and  recommendations  is  shown  on 
page  10  of  the  report. 

There  are  several  things  unusual  about 
the  bill  being  reported  this  year.  For 
instance,  for  the  first  time  it  includes 
construction  authorizations  for  both  the 
active  and  Reserve  forces.  Second,  there 
appears  for  the  first  time  the  total  con¬ 
struction  authorization  requests  includ¬ 
ing'  contingent  liabilities  for  housing 
mentioned  previously. 

This  year  during  the  hearings  and  re¬ 
view  of  the  construction  bill,  the  com¬ 
mittee  intentionally  placed  greater  em¬ 
phasis  on  the  major  policy  areas  which 
in  themselves  create  the  forces  that  Re¬ 
quire  the  facilities.  This  does  not  mean 
that  full  consideration  was  not  given  to 
each  specific  line  item — of  which  there 
were  approximately  3,000.  Based  upon 
past  experience,  it  has  become  obvious 
to  the  committee  that  the  very  act  of 
authorizing  bases  from  which  military 
operations  may  be  conducted  cannot  be 
divorced  from  the  broader  field  of  policy. 
It  is  apparent  that  Congress  cannot 
avoid  making  policy  decisions  when  it 
considers  and  passes  this  type  of  legis¬ 
lation.  Construction  bills  not  only  con¬ 
cern  themselves  with  brick  and  mortar, 
but  by  their  very  nature  they  also  sup¬ 
port  ballistic  missile  programs,  conti¬ 
nental  air  defense  weapons  systems, 
overseas  bases,  and,  in  fact,  almost  every 
category  of  our  military  program. 

As  was  the  case  last  year,  the  com¬ 
mittee  established  a  standard  criteria 
against  which  all  service  requests  were 
compared.  This  criteria  is  shown  com¬ 
mencing  on  page  5  of  the  report. 

I  should  like  to  say  with  some  emphasis 
that  the  report  filed  with  the  bill,  con¬ 
sisting  of  121  pages,  is  a  review  of  many 
of  the  major  active  military  policies 


which  are  supported  by  the  bill,  and  con¬ 
tains  a  great  deal  of  factual  information 
gathered  not  only  during  the  hearings 
this  year,  but  over  the  past  several  years 
as  well.  I  believe  the  report  will  be  a 
valuable  contribution  to  the  file  of  every 
Senator  who  would  like  to  have  a  hand¬ 
book  which  covers  at  least  a  part  of  our 
active  military  program. 

It  will  be  impossible  to  review  herd 
today  each  of  the  several  thousand  line 
items  contained  in  the  bill;  however,  the 
unclassified  record  of  hearings  is  avail¬ 
able  and  indexed. 

I  shall,  therefore,  address  myself 
initially  to  the  basic  policy  questions  in¬ 
volved  and  the  reasons  behind  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  actions  in  these  areas.  Follow¬ 
ing,  I  shall  be  glad  to  attempt  to  answer 
any  questions  which  my  colleagues  may 
have. 

During  its  review  of  the  bill,  the  com¬ 
mittee  concluded  that  the  fiscal  year 
1959  construction  program  represented 
one  of  the  best  thought-out  programs 
received.  It  was  quite  apparent  that  de¬ 
fense  had  applied  standard  procedures 
and  that  the  greater  part  of  the  opera¬ 
tional  and  supporting  items  were  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  better  functioning  of  the 
Defense  Establishment. 

If  it  had  not  been  for  the  fact  that  the 
bill  as  presented  involved  certain  under¬ 
lying  policy  matters,  it  would  have  been 
possible  for  the  committee  to  approve  the 
bill  with  very  few  changes. 

As  previously  stated,  the  committee, 
while  thoroughly  reviewing  the  many 
line  items,  directed  its  attention  pri¬ 
marily  to  major  policy  areas.  As  a  result 
some  of  the  conclusions  reached  resulted 
in  a  definite  impact  on  certain  areas — 
which  had  they  been  considered  in  the 
light  of  construction  criteria  only,  would 
have  occasioned  little  or  no  concern. 

While  the  purely  technical  review  pro¬ 
cedures  developed  by  defense  have  im¬ 
proved  in  a  most  satisfactory  manner, 
there  remains  one  area  of  transcending 
importance  where  adequate  coordination, 
or  even  decisions,  is  apparently  lacking. 
This  situation  caused  to  be  suspect  some 
of  the  construction  items  in  the  bill. 

I  refer  to  the  basic  need  for  a  coordi¬ 
nated  and  concurrent  development  of  the 
construction  program  in  the  light  of  ap¬ 
proved  national  policies — and  in  support 
of  approved  and  unified  long  range 
plans — required  by  these  approved  na¬ 
tional  policies.  Such  is  essential  in  or¬ 
der  to  insure  that — 

First.  True  operational  requirements 
are  given  priority  over  marginal  ones. 

Second.  Locations  selected  for  key 
strategic  installations  are  consistent  with 
operational  needs,  vulnerability  studies, 
and  not  on  purely  fiscal  ones. 

Third.  Facilities  for  new  weapons  sys¬ 
tems  are  constructed  in  time  to  meet  the 
planned  operational  and  deployment 
dates  of  these  new  weapons. 

Fourth.  Decisions  are  made  between 
duplicating  weapons  systems  prior  to  the 
request  that  duplicating  facilities  be  con¬ 
structed. 

Fifth.  Additional  facilities  are  not  con¬ 
structed  for  antiquated  weapons  systems 
or  soon  to  be  outdated  ones — when 
proper  coordination  with  long  range 
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planning  in  light  of  new  developments 
would  eliminate  such. 

Sixth.  Housing  and  other  personnel 
facilities  are  constructed  on  the  most 
economical  basis,  and  in  direct  relation 
to  the  requirements  of  known  and  ap¬ 
proved  long  range  troop  basis. 

Seventh.  Fiscal  decisions  alone  are 
not  allowed  to  determine  military  capa¬ 
bilities  once  the  military  program  has 
been  approved  in  light  of  approved 
national  policy. 

Eighth.  Facilities  are  constructed  at 
overseas  bases  on  an  austere  basis  to 
meet  operational  requirements  only, 
and  in  full  consideration  of  the  realities 
of  the  international  political  and  diplo¬ 
matic  climate. 

Ninth.  Continuous  supervision  by 
qualified  personnel  of  military  construc¬ 
tion  projects  to  insure  adherence  to  the 
principles  of  competitive  bid  and  mini¬ 
mum  costs  to  the  Government. 

Tenth.  Full  consideration  is  given  to 
the  possible  impact  of  the  military  con¬ 
struction  program  on  our  Nation’s  econ¬ 
omy  both  now  and  in  the  future. 

FINAL  COMMITTEE  ACTION 

As  I  have  mentioned  before,  page  10 
of  the  report  outlines  the  major  dollar 
differences  from  the  original  proposal 
and  that  recommended  by  the  commit¬ 
tee.  As  a  result  of  its  deliberations, 
these  differences  are  prompted  by  an 
expected  reduction  of  approximately  $40 
million  in  new  authorizations;  a  reduc¬ 
tion  of  better  than  $550  million  in  the 
contingent  liability  pertaining  to  title 
Vin  family  housing — and  a  limitation 
on  the  number  of  units  to  be  constructed 
during  fiscal  year  1959.  In  addition,  to 
the  Reserve  component — including  Army 
National  Guard — in  the  amount  of  ap¬ 
proximately  $28  million. 

I  should  like  to  emphasize  at  this  point 
that  nothing  in  the  report  or  my  re¬ 
marks  should  be  interpreted  to  mean 
that  the  committee  lacks  faith  in  the 
Department  of  Defense  or  the  three 
services.  On  the  contrary,  the  military 
and  civilian  personnel  in  the  depart¬ 
ments  responsible  for  the  construction 
program  have  evidenced,  as  usual,  a 
commendable  knowledge  and  super¬ 
vision  of  the  subject.  The  committee 
does  feel,  however,  that  as  in  all  com¬ 
plex  human  endeavors,  there  is  room 
here  for  improvement.  This  is  a  field 
which  requires  understanding  and  co¬ 
operation  between  all  branches  of  the 
Government.  Therefore,  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  actions  and  recommendations, 
while  quite  critical  of  certain  areas,  are 
made  with  constructive  intent  and  none 
other. 

UNITED  STATES  MILITARY  POLICY 

In  an  effort  to  provide  a  suitable  back¬ 
ground  for  reviewing  the  construction 
requirements,  the  committee  attempted 
to  analyze  the  United  States  military 
policy  upon  which  our  force  structures 
are  based.  Predicated  upon  the  various 
statements  as  enunciated  by  senior  De¬ 
fense  officials  before  this  committee,  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  several  years  and  focalized 
during  our  hearings  this  year,  it  can  be 
broadly  stated  that  the  military  policy  of 
the  United  States  consists  of  4  basic  in¬ 
terrelated  and  mutually  supporting  con- 
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cepts.  It  was  quite  obvious  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  all  military  personnel  and 
senior  civilian  officials  of  the  Department 
do  not  agree  with  each  other  as  to  the  rel¬ 
ative  importance  of  these  4  areas.  In 
fact,  each  service  seems  to  place  its  own 
unilateral  measurement  upon  each  one. 
Nevertheless,  it  became  clear  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  the  prime  concepts  upon 
which  the  services  are  basing  their  re¬ 
quirements  for  forces  are: 

First.  Warning — because  the  enemy 
can  be  expected  to  move  first. 

Second.  Retaliation  —  an  offensive 
strike  capability  second  to  none  in  the 
event  of  an  enemy  attack. 

Third.  Defense — either  100  percent  or 
sufficient  to  deter  attack  and  protect  re¬ 
taliation  forces. 

Fourth.  Limited  war  capability — that 
capability  sufficient  to  handle  “brush 
fires”  or  to  move  strategically  in  suffi¬ 
cient  time  and  with  adequate  force  to 
avoid  the  loss  of  vital  strategic  areas  and 
if  possible  to  prevent  the  outbreak  of 
general  war. 

This  bill  contains  authorizations  de¬ 
signed  to  meet  certain  construction  re¬ 
quirements  relative  to  the  above.  Obvi¬ 
ously  a  single  bill  cannot  satisfy  all  of 
these  requirements.  While  certain  spe¬ 
cific  details  are  classified,  it  is  possible  to 
discuss  many  of  the  salient  ones. 

WARNING  CONCEPT 

All  witnesses  appeared  convinced  that 
we  must  establish  and  maintain  the  best 
possible  warning  system,  otherwise  the 
adherence  to  a  policy  of  nonaggression 
could  prove  fatal  especially  in  a  climate 
where  reaction  time  is  at  a  premium. 

The  committee  emphatically  concurs 
in  this  concept.  The  warning  systems 
must  be  attuned,  however,  not  only  to 
the  military  requirements  of  threat  from 
manned  bombers,  ballistic  missiles,  and 
so  forth,  but  also  to  international  dip¬ 
lomatic  and  political  threats. 

I  shall  not  attempt  here  to  go  into  all 
the  details  of  the  warning  system;  the 
report  covers  it  quite  thoroughly,  we  be- 
-  lieve,  beginning  on  page  11. 

RETALIATION  CONCEPT 

On  page  14  of  the  report  will  be  found 
descriptions  of  that  portion  of  the  bill 
pertaining  to  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand,  our  principal  element  of  retalia¬ 
tion  forces.  SAC  tanker  relocation,  alert 
facilities,  and  on  page  16  ballistic  missiles 
are  covered. 

The  bill  would  provide  approximately 
$200  million  in  construction  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  SAC;  $33  million  for  SAC  tank¬ 
er  relocation;  $80  million  for  alert  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  $165.9  million  for  ballistic 
missile  facilities.  This  latest  figure  in¬ 
cludes  authorization  for  the  construction 
of  operational  Atlas  facilities  at  one  lo¬ 
cation  not  yet  firmly  selected,  and  sup¬ 
port  facilities  for  both  the  previously 
programmed  Atlas  sites.  It  also  includes 
authorization  for  the  construction  of 
hardened  facilities  for  the  Titan  ICBM 
along  with,  operational  facilities  and 
training  facilities  for  the  ICBM  and  the 
IRBM  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  Calif. 

There  are,  of  course,  other  missile  au¬ 
thorizations  contained  in  the  bill;  most 
of  these  subjects  of  necessity  are  of  a 
classified  nature.  For  instance,  certain 
authorizations  are  included  in  the  bill 


for  the  construction  of  Polaris  facilities 
and  the  details  are  classified.  According 
to  testimony,  this  Navy  missile  gives 
promise  of  becoming  perhaps  one  of  the 
most  decisive  weapons  of  warfare.  It  is 
the  view  of  the  committee  that  Defense 
could  well  expedite  this  program.  The 
committee  hopes  that  the  Department 
of  Defense  will  continue  to  provide  the 
Navy  with  the  highest  priority  in  the 
development  of  Polaris,  and  remove  any 
obstacles  which  might  prevent  an  early 
operational  readiness  date. 

DEFENSE  CONCEPT 

Most  weapons  systems  can  rightly  be 
cataloged  in  certain  of  their  applications 
as  supporting  defense.  The  committee, 
in  its  report,  directs  itself  only  to  those 
which  pertain  to  the  continental  air  de¬ 
fense  field.  This  description  begins  on 
page  17  of  the  report. 

The  defense  system  includes  SAGE, 
flight  interceptors,  surface-to-air  mis¬ 
siles,  personnel  and  supporting  facilities. 
It  is  evidenced  by  the  Nike  family, 
Bomarc,  and  Hawk. 

DUPLICATION  OF  AIR  DEFENSE  WEAPONS  SYSTEMS 

The  report  contains  a  very  serious  ob¬ 
servation  by  the  committee  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  continental  defense  system. 

The  committee  is,  and  has  been  for 
some  time,  greatly  concerned  over  the 
possible  duplication  of  weapons  systems 
and  their  attendant  excessive  cost  and 
waste  of  effort. 

We  now  have  deployed  or  soon  to  be 
deployed,  throughout  the  continental 
United  States,  at  least  four  systems  su¬ 
perimposed  upon  each  other  and  blan¬ 
keting  the  entire  continent.  While  each 
system  has  its  own  special  characteris¬ 
tics,  testimony  indicated  there  is  an 
overlapping  where  one  system  might  well 
perform  the  functions  of  its  neighbor. 
Each  of  these  systems  is  estimated  to 
cost  from  $3  billion  to  $6  billion,  indi¬ 
vidually. 

Testimony  taken  indicated  that  while 
the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  or  the  Office, 
Secretary  of  Defense  has  not  given  offi¬ 
cial  approval  to  all  contemplated  pro¬ 
grams,  nevertheless  if  those  being  con¬ 
templated  by  each  service  were  to  be 
established  in  their  entirety,  the  total 
cost  would  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $8 
billion  a  year  for  the  next  5  years,  and 
that  the  operational  cost  would  be  $5 
billion  annually,  thereafter. 

Secretary  McElroy  has  stated  “the 
capital  investment  already  made  in  this 
continental  air  defense  during  the  last 
4y2  years  exceeds  $13  million.  The  cost 
of  operation  is  now  almost  $2  billion.” 
Information  in  the  committee  files  indi¬ 
cated  that  Secretary  McElroy’s  figure 
may  be  on  the  low  side. 

It  is  the  committee’s  unanimous 
opinion  that  decision  must  be  made  to 
eliminate  duplication  or  the  annual 
budget  must  be  increased  beyond  all 
reasonable  proportions. 

Secretary  of  Defense  McElroy  indi¬ 
cated  his  thoughts  concerning  future 
defense  budgets  as  shown  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  excerpts  from  the  published  record 
of  his  press  conference  held  on  June  19, 
1958,  at  Quantico,  Va.: 

Mr.  Norris  (Washington  Post) .  Could  you 
indicate  what  size  that  budget  is?  There 
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have  been  some  reports  that  it  would  go  up 
tremendously. 

Secretary  McElroy.  Well,  there  has  been  no 
approval  of  the  budget  by  the  administra¬ 
tion  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Norris.  I  meant  the  future  trend. 

Secretary  McElroy.  Well,  you  mean  how 
high  it  could  ultimately - 

Mr.  Norris.  There  have  been  reports  that 
it  would  go  up  to  60  or  70  billion  within 
a  decade  if  you  continued  with  the  size  of 
forces  and  all  the  programs. 

Secretary  McElroy.  I  think  that  could  well 
be. 

Mr.  Norris.  You  think  that  could  be? 

Secretary  McElroy.  Yes;  I  do. 

Mr.  Norris.  Does  that — does  the  study 
show  that? 

Secretary  McElroy.  No;  we  haven’t  gone 
that  far.  In  fact,  I  don’t  think  there  is  much 
use  really  in  making  a  projection  for  10  years 
ahead  with  technological  advances  proceed¬ 
ing  as  they  do.  That  figure  of  60  to  70,  is 
in  my  opinion,  a  pretty  breezy  figure,  but  I 
can  tell  you  that  it  wouldn’t  be  difficult  for 
that  kind  of  addition  to  have  to  be  required 
if  we  continue  with  the  size  forces  we  have. 

Of  course,  Secretary  McElroy  was  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  size  of  the  forces,  the 
personnel,  and  other  aspects  of  the  en¬ 
tire  defense  program. 

The  committee  feels  that  major  policy 
decisions  must  be  immediately  made  in 
order  to  establish  just  how  far  the  coun¬ 
try  is  to  go  in  developing  fixed  defenses. 

NIKE-TALOS 

Two  years  ago,  in  the  fiscal  year  1957 
military  construction  authorization  bill, 
the  committee  was  presented  with  re¬ 
quests  for  authorizations  pertaining  to 
construction  of  facilities  for  Nike-Ajax 
and  Talos  ground-to-air  missiles.  The 
Ajax  was  to  be  used  in  connection  with 
the  Army’s  point  defense  responsibilities, 
and  the  Talos  was  part  of  the  Air  Force 
area  defense  mission.  At  that  time,  the 
committee  in  its  report,  stated: 

The  committee  concluded  that  both  the 
Army  and  the  Air  Force  are  assigned  over¬ 
lapping  roles  and  missions  in  the  antiair¬ 
craft  and  continental  air  defense  fields. 
While  the  Air  Force  views  its  mission  as  one 
of  area  defense,  and  the  Army  views  its  as 
perimeter  or  point  defense,  it  is  clear  that  a 
definite  and  urgent  need  exists  for  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  to  quickly  and  posi¬ 
tively  clarify  the  specific  responsibility  of 
each  service.  The  committee  believes  that 
unless  concise  responsibilities  are  assigned, 
duplication  of  weapons  systems  costing  in 
the  multi-billion-dollar  range  might  result, 
and  that  such  duplication  would  obviously 
be  too  costly  as  well  as  inexcusable  from  the 
military  standpoint. 

The  committee  then  denied  the  au¬ 
thorization  for  the  establishment  of 
Talos  sites,  and  called  upon  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  to  make  a  determina¬ 
tion.  Subsequently,  in  his  memorandum 
of  November  26,  1956,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  assigned  Talos  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army. 

The  committee  took  the  action  of 
denying  the  authorization  for  Talos,  not 
because  it  believed  that  Talos  was  an 
ineffective  weapon;  on  the  contrary,  tes¬ 
timony  indicated  that  it  gave  promise  of 
being  ideally  suited  for  a  role  in  the  air 
defense  system.  The  committee  felt 
then,  as  it  does  now,  that  Congress 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  make  a  de¬ 
termination  between  the  relative  merits 
of  weapons  systems,  each  of  which  was 
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strongly  supported  by  its  developers; 
that  this  was  a  responsibility  that  should 
be  accepted  by  the  Department  of 
Defense. 

In  May  1958,  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  received  the  following  letter  from 
the  Department  of  the  Army  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  future  production  of  Talos ; 

May  2,  1958. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russell, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices,  United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  conformance  with 
the  Department  of  the  Army’s  policy  to  keep 
you  and  the  members  of  your  committee  in¬ 
formed  of  Army  affairs,  it  is  desired  to  ac¬ 
quaint  you  with  actions  being  taken  con¬ 
cerning  the  land-based  Talos  missile. 

Based  on  the  review  and  decision  of  higher 
authority  not  to  employ  the  land-based  Talos 
system  due  to  budgetary  limitations,  it  be¬ 
came  necessary  for  the  Army  to  terminate 
the  Talos  production  contract  with  RCA  yes¬ 
terday,  May  1,  1958. 

While  this  action  results  in  termination 
of  the  manufacture  of  Talos  land-based  sys¬ 
tems,  the  production  of  certain  components, 
basically  computers  and  tracking  radars,  will 
be  continued  for  utilization  in  the  research 
and  development  areas  on  other  Army  pro¬ 
grams. 

Remaining  in  effect  between  RCA  and  the 
Army  is  the  contract  to  complete  evaluation 
of  the  Talos  land-based  system.  This  evalu¬ 
ation  is  being  performed  on  the  research  and 
development  model  installed  at  White  Sands' 
Proving  Ground. 

Sincerely, 

J.  H.  Michaelis, 

Major  General,  GS, 

Chief  of  Legislative  Liaison. 

Even  though  qualified  witnesses  who 
appeared  before  the  committee  had 
stated  that  “Talos  ranks  with  the  best 
in  air  defense  systems.  This  country 
needs  all  it  can  buy,”  the  decision  has 
now  been  reached  that  Talos  is  no  longer 
required.  Yet,  had  the  committee  au¬ 
thorized  the  funds  requested  in  the  fiscal 
year  1957  military  construction  authori¬ 
zation  bill,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
Talos  sites  would  now  be  established  ad¬ 
jacent  to  Nike- Ajax  installations. 

In  review,  Mr.  President,  the  commit¬ 
tee  struck  from  the  bill  the  provisions 
for  the  sites  of  the  Talos  missile  and 
called  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to 
reconsider  the  matter  and  to  make  a 
choice. 

In  the  course  of  time  the  choice  was 
made.  The  Talos  missile  was  turned  over 
to  the  Army,  and  thereafter  was  discon¬ 
tinued.  We  have  not  received  any  more 
requests  for  construction  authorizations 
in  that  connection.  If  there  had  been 
an  authorization  of  the  sites,  as  well  as 
the  funds,  we  believe  that  program  would 
have  continued,  and  we  would  now  have, 
side  by  side,  programs  which  now  have 
been  decided  to  be  duplications. 

A  similar  situation  apparently  exists 
today  with  regard  to  Nike-Hercules  and 
Bomarc.  The  same  arguments  exist  re¬ 
garding  point  and  area  defense.  A 
glance  at  the  classified  deployments  pro¬ 
jected  for  these  missiles  indicates  that 
in  many,  many  instances  it  is  planned 
to  locate  each  in  the  same  area,  for 
the  purpose  of  defending  the  same  in¬ 
stallation.  The  committee  has  reviewed 
this  subject  most  thoroughly — not  only 
at  this  session,  but  also  during  the  2 
preceding  years.  Each  service  has  de¬ 


fended  its  own  program  with  honest 
vigor  and  conviction.  Yet  it  is  most 
obvious  to  the  committee  that  the  Army 
and  the  Air  Force  continue  to  have  over¬ 
lapping  responsibilities  in  the  air  defense 
missile  field,  and  that  their  respective 
programs  duplicate  each  other. 

DEFENSE  VERSUS  OFFENSE 

Some  have  argued  that  we  can  never 
have  enough  defense.  The  committee  is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  best  defense  is 
still  a  strong  offense.  Too  great  a  defen¬ 
sive  psychology  can  only  result  in  a 
“Maginot  line”  concept.  Obviously  we 
must  provide  adequate  defense  for  our 
strike  or  retaliatory  forces,  but  we  must 
establish  our  true  defense  or  mobility, 
dispersal,  striking  power,  and  more  im¬ 
portant,  diplomatic  and  military  policies 
designed  to  prevent  war;  such  cannot  be 
divorced  from  economic  stability. 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

The  committee,  therefore,  recom¬ 
mends  the  following  action,  and  the  bill 
as  reported  reflects  this  recommenda¬ 
tion:  The  committee  deleted  $137  mil¬ 
lion  from  the  Army  title  pertaining  to 
Nike-Hercules,  Hawk,  and  Missile  Mas¬ 
ter;  and  $92  million  of  the  Air  Force 
title  pertaining  to  bomarc,  and  added 
$183  million  to  title  IV.  This  action  has 
a  result  of  reducing  the  combined  total 
requested  for  Nike-Hercules,  and  so 
forth,  and  Bomarc  by  20  percent,  and 
authorizing  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or 
his  designee  to  construct  such  defense 
missile  sites  as  he  deems  essential  for 
security.  The  20  percent  reduction  is 
made  on  the  basis  that  it  seems  reason¬ 
able  to  assume  that  immediate  and  tan¬ 
gible  savings  would  be  effected  if  a  de¬ 
cision  is  made. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  committee 
does  not  attempt  to  set  itself  up  as  mili¬ 
tary  experts.  These  are  decisions  which 
must  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  supported  by  qualified  technicians. 
The  committee  took  this  action  as  a 
matter  of  focusing  the  problem  and  in 
underlining  its  belief  that  the  Congress 
should  not  be  called  upon  to  determine 
the  merits  of  competing  weapons  sys¬ 
tems. 

Here,  also,  I  should  like  to  emphasize 
that  the  committee  is  not  establishing 
the  precedent  of  making  all  authoriza¬ 
tions  or  appropriations  directly  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  simply  carrying  out  the  preroga¬ 
tives  of  Congress  relative  to  its  right  to 
authorize  and  appropriate  in  special 
areas.  Nor  is  this  a  precedent  for  deny¬ 
ing  authorizations  and  ^appropriations 
directly  to  the  services.  We  believe  that 
the  identity  of  the  services  should  be 
preserved — but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
perpetuating  duplication  in  instances 
where  obviously  a  decision  must  be 
made. 

LIMITED  WAR  CONCEPT 

At  this  point  I  should  like  to  draw 
attention  to  page  29  of  the  report.  I 
shall  not  deal  further  with  the  subject 
of  limited  war,  except  to  say  that  testi¬ 
mony  indicates  this  is  a  concept  which 
has  not  yet  received  sufficient  attention 
within  the  Department  of  Defense. 
While  not  part  of  the  actual  construc¬ 
tion  items  contained  in  the  bill,  I  should 


like  to  state  here  that  testimony  indi¬ 
cates  that  the  country  does  not  have 
adequate  airlift  capability  to  move  its 
ground  combat  forces  in  the  event  of  an 
emergency.  The  committee  wonders 
why  some  of  the  money  spent  to  date  on 
fixed  defense  has  not  been  utilized  to 
provide  a  greater  airlift  capability. 
Without  mobility,  ground  forces  would 
have  little  opportunity  of  reaching  vital 
areas  in  sufficient  time. 

In  light  of  this,  the  committee  cannot 
help  but  wonder  why  the  Army  has  placed 
such  a  great  emphasis  on  fixed  defense- 
point — weapons  systems,  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  believes  has  caused  a  resulting 
diminution  of  the  Army’s  ground  combat 
capability — its  principal  and  most  im¬ 
portant  mission.  The  committee  be¬ 
lieves  the  Army  should  take  stock  of  it¬ 
self  and  shall  redirect  its  efforts  toward 
providing  the  United  States  with  the 
finest  forces  in  the  world  capable  of  vic¬ 
torious  sustained  ground  combat;  such 
would  be  consistent  with  its  long  and 
glorious  history  developed  on  many  fa¬ 
mous  battlegrounds. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
particularly  to  pages  29  and  30  of  the  re¬ 
port,  where  the  matter  is  taken  up  at 
considerable  length.  Of  course  it  may  be 
debated  by  other  Senators  during  the 
further  consideration  of  the  bill. 

At  this  point,  the  committee  wishes  es¬ 
pecially  to  compliment  and  commend  the 
United  States  Marine  Corps.  All  can  be 
proud  of  the  Marine  Corps,  its  tradition, 
its  valor,  and  its  courage.  The  commit¬ 
tee  was  particularly  proud  on  the  day 
when  the  Marine  Corps  witnesses  ap¬ 
peared  before  it.  All  officials  to  that  date 
had  testified  on  the  need  for  new  wea¬ 
pons  systems,  better  machines  of  war, 
and  the  highly  complicated  gadgets  of 
modern  electronics.  A  Marine  general, 
in  describing  the  Marines’  concept  of 
operations,  was  the  only  military  man 
who,  at  the  conclusion  of  his  testimony, 
said,  in  substance:  “Regardless  of  our 
requests  for  facilities  and  weapons,  1 
would  like  to  point  out  that  we  leave  such 
decisions  to  the  committee,  for  the  indi¬ 
vidual  fighting  Marine  is  our  greatest 
asset,  and  as  long  as  we  can  maintain 
him,  we  have  few  problems.” 

Mr.  President,  those  words  came  rather 
(refreshingly  to  the  committee,  which 
hears  many  long,  laborious  lamentations 
about  so  many  things  which  it  is  alleged 
the  Congress  has  not  done,  and  which 
are  said  to  cause  the  morale  of  the  men 
in  the  services  to  be  low.  In  that  con¬ 
nection,  we  are  told  that  we  must  do 
this  or  must  do  that,  in  order  to  increase 
the  morale. 

But  that  Marine  general  tells  us  that, 
so  far  as  his  force  is  concerned,  “You 
make  the  decisions;  and  we  will  move 
from  there,  and  it  will  be  up  to  us  to  do 
the  rest.”  I  comend  very  highly  that 
spirit  and  that  attitude. 

MILITARY  FAMILY  HOUSING 

Military  family  housing  is  one  of  the 
most  important  aspects  of  the  annual 
construction  program.  For  the  first  time 
this  year,  we  have  a  bill  which  provides 
line  items  at  given  locations  for  the 
number  of  family  housing  units  to  be 
constructed. 
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For  the  past  3  years,  the  committee  has 
become  increasingly  disturbed  over  the 
possibility  of  overproduction  of  military 
family  housing  units.  While  it  cannot 
be  questioned  that  all  military  person¬ 
nel  must  have  adequate  housing,  never¬ 
theless,  in  the  light  of  uncertain  future 
strength  pertaining  to  military  person¬ 
nel,  it  is  believed  that  there  are  two 
aspects  of  the  housing  program  which 
have  not  yet  been  satisfactorily  met. 
First,  we  are  not  convinced  that  the 
stated  objective,  i.  e.,  number  of  houses 
to  be  constructed,  has  been  properly  co¬ 
ordinated,  either  numerically  or  geo¬ 
graphically,  with  long-range  defense 
plans — specifically  as  these  plans  affect 
troop  strength.  Second,  we  are  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  principal  method  of  pro¬ 
curing  military  family  housing  is  too 
costly,  and  in  the  long  run  is  economic¬ 
ally  unsound. 

In  the  last  few  years  we  have  seen 
tangible  reductions  in  the  troop  strength. 
In  June  1954,  the  total  was-  approxi¬ 
mately  3,300,000.  Today,  it  is  approxi¬ 
mately  2,600,000,  with  rumors  of  tangi¬ 
ble  cuts  contemplated  for  the  future. 

Originally  in  this  bill,  the  Department 
of  Defense  requested  authorizations  to 
construct  about  50,000  title  VIII  housing 
units;  50,000  units  will  be  a  contin¬ 
gent  liability  over  the  next  25  to  30 
years — or  close  to  $1,400,000,000. 

Therefore,  the  committee,  while  auth¬ 
orizing  the  construction  of  units  re¬ 
quested  at  specific  installations,  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  513  of  the  bill  language 
limiting  the  number  of  title  VIII  family 
housing  units  to  be  constructed  in  the 
fiscal  year  1959  to  a  total  of  30,000.  The 
committee  believes  that  unless  a  military 
family  housing  program  is  closely  co¬ 
ordinated  with,  and  held  safely  below, 
the  anticipated  long-range  troop  objec¬ 
tives,  the  Federal  Government  may  well 
find  itself  in  the  position  of  attempting 
to  dispose  of  surplus  housing  at  vacant 
military  installations.  The~  committee 
remembers  too  well  the  case  of  the  title 
Vin  housing  program  at  Fort  Polk,  La. 
In  that  instance,  a  project  of  more  than 
$30  million  was  canceled,  after  ground 
had  been  broken  and  construction 
started — because  of  troop  reductions. 
Such  failure  to  coordinate  coming 
troop  reductions  with  current  construc¬ 
tion  activities  is  expected  to  cost  the 
Government  several  million  dollars — one 
figure  is  $10  million — not  counting  the 
unfortunate  impact  upon  the  local  com¬ 
munity. 

Mr.  President,  in  regard  to  the  family 
housing  program,  to  which  I  have  al¬ 
ready  alluded,  we  found  that  requests 
were  made  for  50,000  units  of  family 
housing,  for  which  the  construction  cost 
.would,  on  the  average,  be  $16,500,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  the  interest  charges. 

By  review,  we  found  that  in  the  past 
5  years,  there  have  been  tangible  reduc¬ 
tions  in  the  troop  strength.  For  in¬ 
stance,  as  recently  as  1954,  the  total  was 
approximately  3,300,000,  whereas  today 
it  is  approximately  2,600,000;  and  there 
are  rumors  that  further  cuts  are  contem¬ 
plated  for  the  future. 

•  As  I  have  said,  originally  in  this  bill 
the  Department  of  Defense  requested  the 
authorization  of  50,000  title  VIII  hous¬ 


ing  units.  They  would  result  in  a  total 
contingent  liability  of  about  $1,400,000,- 
000.  That  is  the  figure  I  mentioned  a 
while  ago  as  not  being  included  in  the 
budget.  It  is  not  carried  in  the  public 
debt. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  would  like  to 
know  that  at  the  present  time,  in  various 
parts  of  the  country,  houses  built  by  the 
Government  during  the  last  10  years  are 
now  being  sold  for  as  little  as  10  percent 
of  the  outstanding  mortgage  on  them 
and  some  of  them  are  in  close  proximity 
to  military  installations. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  very  revealing 
evidence,  and  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
South  Carolina. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina.  I 
should  like  to  tell  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  that  the  General  Counsel  for 
the  Federal  Housing  Administration  was 
in  my  office  this  morning,  and  also  Sen¬ 
ator  John  Sparkman,  of  Alabama,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Subcommittee  on  Housing;  and  they  will 
bear  out  what  I  have  said — namely,  that 
some  of  the  houses  are  being  sold  for 
less  than  10  percent  of  the  amount  of 
the  mortgages  outstanding  on  them  at 
the  present  time.  Houses  valued  at  a 
total  of  over  one  million  dollars  are  be¬ 
ing  sold  for  $115,000  in  my  State.  That 
is  one  reason  why  I  wish  to  call  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  my  colleagues. 

Once  before,  I  called  it  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate,  in  the  case  of  houses 
close  to  military  installations,  such  as 
those  at  Columbia,  Charleston,  and  else¬ 
where. 

The  same  is  happening  today. 

Certainly  the  Congress  should  not 
throw  away  the  taxpayers’  money,  when 
there  are  3,000  available  houses  in 
Columbia,  for  example,  in  close  prox¬ 
imity  to  Fort  Jackson,  and  when  the 
same  condition  exists  in  Charleston, 
S.  C.,  and  at  other  cities. 

Such  wastes  of  public  funds  should  be 
stopped,  instead  of  giving  the  military 
morte  money  for  the  construction  of  more 
houses — when  so  many  houses  already 
are  available,  and  are  standing  empty. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  South  Carolina ;  he  has  made  a  real 
contribution  to  the  debate. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  yield  to  me? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Jor¬ 
dan  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes,  although  I  had 
requested  that  I  not  be  interrupted  until 
I  had  finished  the  presentation  of  the 
major  points  in  connection  with  the  bill. 
Other  Senators  have  previously  re¬ 
quested  that  I  yield,  and  that  has  been 
my  reply. 

However,  if  Senators  are  so  pressed 
for  time,  in  connection  with  other  mat¬ 
ters,  that  it  is  desirable  that  I  yield  to 
them  at  this  time,  certainly  I  do  not  wish 
to  be  selfish. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  my  point  is  that  when  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  of  the  taxpayers’  money 
is  proposed  to  be  spent,  I  wish  to  know 
whether  there  is  a  necessity  to  spend  it. 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  circumstances,  I  am  willing  to  yield 
to  various  Senators  at  this  time. 

Mr.  BUSH.  My  question  would  not 
have  arisen  had  the  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  not  raised  the  question  about 
the  houses  being  for  sale.  I  should  like 
to  ask  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina, 
who  is  buying  these  houses.  What  sort 
of  purchasers  are  they? 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
The  sales  are  not  even  advertised  in  the 
towns  in  which  the  houses  are  located. 
They  are  advertised  in  newspapers  like 
the  New  York  Times  and  in  other  news¬ 
papers  in  the  State,  but  none  were  ad¬ 
vertised  in  the  counties  or  cities  in  which 
they  are  located  or  even  in  the  adjoining 
counties. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  am  sympathetic  to  the 
Senator’s  objection  to  this  kind  of  pro¬ 
cedure.  I  am  glad  he  has  brought  the 
matter  before  the  Senate. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South  Carolina. 
I  did  it  once  before,  a  couple  of  years 
ago,  and  raised  the  same  question  with 
regard  to  the  building  of  houses. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
now  ithat  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
has  been  interrupted,  will  he  yield  to 
me? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Massachusetts,  who  is 
a  member  of  the  committe,  and  who  has 
done  a  great  deal  of  work  on  the  bill. 
I  would  appreciate  any  comment  or 
point  he  wishes  to  make. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  First  I  should 
like  to  commend  the  Senator  from  Mis¬ 
sissippi  LMr.  Stennis  1,  the  Senator  from 
Washington  I  Mr.  Jackson],  and  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case], 
who  is  away  on  official  business,  for 
their  work  on  this  bill.  It  has  entailed 
enormous  effort.  They  have  given 
many,  many  hours  to  it.  The  result  is, 
I  hope,  a  very  happy  one,  and  one  that 
the  Senate  and  the  conferees  will  adopt. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  two 
question.  First,  I  note — and  I  heard 
discussion  in  the  committee  on  the  mat¬ 
ter — that  the  Senator  has  referred  to 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  to  certain 
decisions  to  be  made  at  the  top  level. 
I  refer  now  to  pages  89,  107,  and  132  of 
the  bill.  On  those  pages,  relating  to 
the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force, 
$25  million  is  provided  to  be  used  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  decision  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense.  Is  that  in  connection  with 
the  remarks  the  Senator  has  made 
about  decisions  on  missiles? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes;  $25  million  is 
provided  for  each  of  the  respective  serv¬ 
ices,  to  be  used  for  emergency  construc¬ 
tion.  As  the  committee  understands, 
the  $25  million  could  be  available  if  the 
Secretary  saw  fit  to  use  it  on  the  mis¬ 
sile  program. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  And  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  so  provided, 
on  the  recommendation  of  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi,  in  order  to  try  to  im¬ 
prove  efficiency  by  having  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  make  a  decision  as  to  which 
missile  would  be  used  and  how  it  would 
be  used?x 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Exactly.  We  felt  the 
decision  should  be  made  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  It  is  not  one  Congress  is  capable 
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of  making.  The  authorization  is  made 
for  the  one  who  has  the  responsibility 
to  make  the  decision.  We  hope  the  Sec¬ 
retary  will  make  the  decision.  The  money 
will  then  be  used  as  he  directs.  We  have 
reduced  the  amount  by  20  percent. 
These  are  other  discretionary  funds, 
available  if  needed. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  In  that  way  the 
committee  hopes  it  will  lead  to  a  speedier 
and  more  active  consideration  of  which 
missile  is  the  best  and  how  it  can  be  used? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  there  any 
provision  in  the  bill  concerning  military 
demands  for  construction  of  space  items? 
I  have  in  mind  the  majority  leader’s 
Committee  on  Space  and  Astronautics, 
which  was  granted  authority  in  the  field 
of  nonmilitary  space  construction.  I 
should  like  to  know  if  there  is  anything 
in  the  bill  or  if  the  Senator  will  propose 
any  provision  relating  to  military  con- 
struction  of  space  items. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  is  a  $50  million 
authorization,  to  be  used  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense,  in  connection  with  ad¬ 
vanced  research  projects. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Is  that  authori¬ 
zation  sufficient,  so  far  as  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  knows,  for  the  current  year? 

Mr.  STEJINIS.  It  is  estimated  the 
authorization  will  be  entirely  sufficient 
for  the  needs  that  will  arise  during  the 
current  fiscal  year. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  thank  the 
Senator  for  his  courtesy.  I  commend 
him  for  his  work. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  At  the  outset,  let  me 
commend  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
and  his  colleagues  for  the  splendid  work 
they  have  done  on  this  bill.  I  know  it 
has  entailed  a  tremendous  amount  of  the 
time  for  each  member  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  The  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson],  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  as  well  as  the  distinguished  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee  are  certainly 
to  be  congratulated  for  what  they  have 
done. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  wanted  to  inquire 
of  the  Senator  about  a  statement  he 
made  a  moment  ago  with  regard  to  the 
requirement  of  the  sum  of  $8  million 
annually  for  the  construction  of  aircraft 
control  and  warning  radar  and  the  items 
included  in  that  large  program  over  the 
next  5  years,  and  $5  million  for  opera¬ 
tions  thereafter,  as  I  recollect  the  figure. 
My  question  is,  does  that  authorization 
contemplate  detection  of  interconti¬ 
nental  or  intermediate  range  missiles? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes.  In  addition, 
some  of  that  amount  is  based  on  the 
operations  of  missiles  themselves.  It  is 
tied  in  with  part  of  the  detection  system, 
but  does  not  include  all  the  far-flung 
warning  systems  beyond  the  continental 
United  States. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  That  was  my  under¬ 
standing,  but  still  it  seems  to  me  that  it 
is  a  tremendous  sum  of  money,  and  it 
should  serve  as  a  warning  to  the  people 


that  the  defense  needs  of  this  country 
and  of  the  free  world  certainly  are  going 
to  be  increasing  tremendously  in  the 
years  which  lie  ahead. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  are  satisfied  that 
figure  is  conservative.  It  took  a  long 
time  to  arrive  at  the  figure.  The 
amount  was  arrived  at  after  2  or  3  years 
of  work- 

Mr.  BARRETT.  On  page  13  of  the 
report  there  is  a  reference  to  Sundance 
Air  Force  Station  at  Sundance,  Wyo.  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  if  his 
committee  has  included  an  authorization 
for  25  housing  units,  at  a  total  cost  of 
$505,000,  as  I  recollect  the  figure. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  details  of  the  in¬ 
stallation  to  which  the  Senator  refers 
are  secret,  but  the  installation  was  ap¬ 
proved,  including  the  housing  he  specifi¬ 
cally  mentions.  The  committee  ap¬ 
proved  the  authorization  of  the  housing. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  As  the  Senator 
knows,  that  is  an  isolated  area,  away 
from  railroads,  and  the  housing  item  is 
badly  needed. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  one  reason 
why  the  committee  approved  that  item — 
because  it  was  an  isolated  area. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  now  refer  to  page 
16  of  the  report.  The  Senator  men¬ 
tioned  the  fact  that  there  has  been  an 
authorization  for  a  classified  project,  an 
ICBM  installation,  at  Warreh  Air  Force 
Base,  at  Cheyenne,  Wyo,  Did  the  com¬ 
mittee  approve  the  budget  request  for 
this  item? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  in  an¬ 
swer  to  that  question,  we  approved  all 
of  the  items  requested  by  the  Air  Force 
for  the  Warren  Air  Force  Base. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
There  is  one  other  item  I  should  like  to 
mention. 

On  page  113  of  the  report  there  is  a 
reference  to  two  Army  National  Guard 
units,  Lovell  and  Cody.  There  is  also  a 
reference  to  the  Army  Reserve  unit  at 
Cheyenne.  Those  items  were  requested, 
I  presume,  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Those  were  approved 
by  the  National  Guard  Bureau  and  the 
National  Guard  Association,  which  rep¬ 
resents  the  various  State  National  Guard 
organizations.  We  have  nqt  yet  covered 
that  in  our  presentation  to  the  Senate, 
but  will  cover  it  later.  In  brief,  there 
were  two  lists. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  so  understand. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  approved  both. 
Frankly,  we  hope  the  authorization  will 
be  granted,  and  that  money  will  be  ap¬ 
propriated  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  That  was  the  reason 
I  asked  the  question,  Mr.  President.  On 
page  120,  in  the  old  list,  there  appears  to' 
be  a  reference  to  Laramie  and  New 
Castle.  The  Laramie  Armory  is  pres¬ 
ently  under  construction,  but  funds 
have  not  been  appropriated,  as  yet,  for 
the  New  Castle  work. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  can  assure  the 
Senator  that  it  is  our  intent  that  the  new 
list  not  disturb  the  old  list.  The  new 
list  is  supplemental  to  the  older  list.  We 
hope  to  get  funds  to  cover  both  of  the 
groups,  but  that  is  uncertain.  Anyway, 
there  is  nothing  on  the  list  except  those 
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items  approved  by  the  Adjutants  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  various  States. 

Mr.  BARRETT.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Rhode  Island. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  First,  I  wish  to  com¬ 
pliment  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  for  what  I  consider  to  be  a 
very  conscientious  and  laborious  piece  of 
work  very  effectively  and  very  wisely 
done. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
Many  worked  on  the  hearings  and  the 
report. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  realize  that,  and  I 
realize  also  what  the  full  responsibility 
of  the  chairman  of  a  subcommittee  is  in 
matters  of  this  kind.  That  is  the  reason 
I  am  particularly  grateful  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  for  the  consideration 
he  gave  to  certain  requests  for  authori¬ 
zation  of  Rhode  Island  projects. 

I  invite  the  Senator’s  attention  to  page 
110  of  the  report.  I  note  items  for  the 
naval  station,  Newport,  $1,709,000;  the 
naval  supply  depot,  Newport,  $2,210,000; 
the  naval  war  college,  Newport,  $273,000; 
and  the  Air  National  Guard,  Theodore 
F.  Green  Airport,  Providence,  $213,000; 
making  a  total  of  $4,405,000. 

I  suppose  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  is  quite  familiar  with 
the  fact  that,  with  respect  to  the  appro¬ 
priations  bill,  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  has  cut  the  appropriations  for  some 
of  these  authorizations,  which,  to  me,  is 
a  very  regrettable  fact,  because  I  think 
it  is  being  pennywise  and  pound  foolish. 
I  assume  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  heard  the  witnesses  speak  as 
to  the  deteriorated  condition  of  some  of 
these  establishments,  some  of  which 
were  built  after  World  War  I  and  others 
built  early  in  World  War  H.  In  some 
instances  the  roofing  is  tarpaper. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  That  is  how  archaic 
some  of  the  buildings  are.  By  their  age 
and  inadequacy  they  tend  to  destroy  the 
morale  of  the  enlisted  personnel  who 
deserve  something  better  from  us. 

We  cannot  blame  the  Navy.  The 
Navy  has  asked  for  these  facilities  in 
order  to  house  their  people  decently  and 
to  feed  them  properly.  The  House  of 
Representatives  has  cut  out  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds  even  though  these  projects 
had  been  authorized.  The  same  mis- 
judgment  was  made  in  an  item  whose 
neglect  could  prove  most  dangerous  to 
our  fleet.  This  is  the  steam  plant  at  the 
Navy  depot  in  Newport,  a  fuel  facility 
for  the  Navy.  This  plant  is  vital  for 
service  to  the  ships.  A  niggardly  sum 
of  one-third  of  a  million  was  alloted  for 
repairs.  I  am  happy  that  the  Senate 
subcommittee  has  restored  the  full  2 
million. 

The  breakdowns  that  these  facilities 
have  experienced  are  as  familiar  to  the 
people  of  Newport  as  is  our  apparent 
lack  of  concern  for  the  well-being  of 
the  enlisted  personnel  who  are  so  often 
the  guests  and  are  always  the  valued 
neighbors  of  the  city  of  Newport. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  heart-  ‘ 
ily  agree  with  every  word  the  Senator 
has  said  about  some  of  these  facilities. 
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They  not  only  fail  to  meet  any  longer 
the  actual  need,  but  they  are  demoral¬ 
izing  to  the  groups  using  them.  In 
every  instance  we  could,  we  tried  to  take 
care  of  these  situations.  These  are 
older  installations,  and  we  are  trying  to 
rectify  present  conditions. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  wish  to  conclude  by 
saying  I  expect  to  appear  before  the 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  with 
relation  to  the  restoration  of  the  funds 
which  have  been  cut.  I  shall  at  that 
time  present  my  case  in  greater  detail. 
I  realize  what  a  potent  and  strong  voice 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  has  in  matters  of  this  kind.  I 
hope  for  his  cooperation  and  his  helpful 
word  at  that  time. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  On  the  facts  as  I  re¬ 
call  them  now,  I  think  the  Senator  can 
certainly  depend  on  whatever  I  can  do 
to  meet  the  ends  he  has  outlined  so  very 
clearly.  These  authorizations  include 
everything  recommended  for,  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  State,  in  the  immediate  recom¬ 
mendations.  Of  course,  if  this  bill 
should  pass,  the  appropriation  bill 
should  be  the  next  step. 

Mr.  PASTORE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  had  originally  in¬ 
tended  to  wait  for  the  conclusion  of  the 
distinguished  Senator’s  remarks,  but 
other  Senators  have  interrupted. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Georgia. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  certainly  wish  to 
add  my  words  of  commendation  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi 
and  the  members  of  his  subcommittee, 
including  the  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case]  and  the  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson].  There  is  no 
more  diligent  and  thorough  organiza¬ 
tion  connected  with  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States  than  this  subcommittee, 
and  it  is  certainly  ably  assisted  by  the 
staff  member,  Colonel  BeLieu,  who  is  as¬ 
signed  to  the  -committee.  His  thorough 
knowledge  of  the  workings  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  is  exceedingly  help¬ 
ful  not  only  to  the  subcommittee,  but  to 
the  full  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

The  subcommittee  has  done  a  pro¬ 
digious  job  with  respect  to  the  military 
construction  authorization  bill  for  fiscal 
1959.  I  commend  the  statement  being 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
and  the  report  of  the  committee  to  all 
Senators  who  wish  to  keep  abreast  of 
what  is  transpiring  in  this  field,  not  only 
in  their  own  States,  but  in  the  United 
States  and  abroad.  I  think  if  Senators 
will  direct  their  staffs  to  take  the  report 
home  with  them,  they  will  have  avail¬ 
able  the  answers  to  a  great  many  ques¬ 
tions  which  might  be  propounded  during 
the  recess  of  Congress,  and  thus  avoid 
the  necessity  of  having  to  call  upon  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  such  infor¬ 
mation. 

As  chairman  of  the  full  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  I  have  come  to  rely 
greatly  upon  the  distinguished  Senator 


from  Mississippi  for  work  of  this  nature, 
which  requires  intelligence,  a  conscience 
which  has  not  yet  been  suppressed  by 
public  service,  diligence,  ability,  and 
willingness  to  deal  with  details.  As 
usual,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has 
done  an  excellent  job,  and  I  am  very 
proud  that  this  bill  was  handled  by  a 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  thank  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  for  his  most  generous  remarks  to 
all  of  us  on  the  subcommittee,  including 
our  very  fine  staff  member,  Colonel  Be¬ 
Lieu,  who  represents  to  us  the  finest 
traditions  of  the  military  service  as  well 
as  civilian  life. 

I  desire  especially  to  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  who 
is  away  on  official  business  today  and 
could  not  be  present,  but  who  has  been 
very  active  in  the  hearings  and  in  the 
writeup  and  planning  of  the  entire  bill 
and  report. 

I  especially  thank  also  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  for  his 
very  fine  work  and  effort,  as  well  as  for 
his  splendid  knowledge  and  background 
with  reference  to  the  missile  program, 
the  SAC  program,  and,  in  fact,  all  mili¬ 
tary  programs. 

If  I  have  a  blessing  in  the  Senate  in 
this  work,  it  is  the  fact  that  I  am  sur¬ 
rounded  by  two  such  stalwart  men,  with 
all  their  energy  and  fine  background. 

SURPLUS  COMMODITY  HOUSING 

The  bill  also  contains  authority  for 
the  construction  of  certain  housing 
units  overseas  to  be  paid  for  through 
the  Department  of  Defense  surplus 
commodity  procedures.  Section  513  of 
the  bill  would  limit  the  number  to  be 
constructed  during  fiscal  year  1959  to 
4,000  for  reasons  which  I  shall  cover 
during  the  discussion  of  overseas  bases. 
This  action  does  not  mean  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  not  in  favor  of  the  surplus 
commodity  housing  program.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  strongly  in  favor  of  the 
program.  Full  details  of  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  position  are  shown  in  the  report 
commencing  oh  page  35. 

I  now  move  on  to  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  in  connection 
with  the  so-called  Capehart  housing. 
There  were  requests  for  50,000  units. 
We  prescribed  certain  criteria.  We  did 
not  decide  at  which  bases  the  units 
should  be  built,  but  we  did  limit  the 
full  amount  of  the  authorization  to 
30,000  units.  We  feel  certain  that  that 
is  a  very  generous  building  program  for 
1  year’s  authorization.  At  least  we 
shall  know  more  a  year  from  now,  we 
hope,  about  the  prospects  of  the  con¬ 
tinued  size  of  the  services,  and  the  fate 
of  certain  bases.  This  provision  is  not 
designed  to  cancel  the  program,  but 
to  continue  it  on  a  more  limited  scale. 

WHERRY  HOUSING 

I  come  now  to  an  item  of  interest, 
which  concerns  so-called  Wherry  hous¬ 
ing.  I  believe  Senators  are  familiar  with 
the  program. 

This  bill,  in  section  512,  exempts  the 
acquisition  of  permissive  Wherry  proj¬ 
ects  and  the  requirement  to  report  line 
item  authorization  in  amiual  con¬ 
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struction  bills.  This,  it  Is  believed,  is 
consistent  with  prior  committee  recom¬ 
mendations  that  Department  of  Defense 
proceed  to  acquire  all  Wherry  housing 
projects  for  which  there  is  a  long-range 
military  requirement  at  permanent  in¬ 
stallations. 

In  addition,  section  513  provides  for 
certain  clarification  in  the  procedures 
pertaining  to  the  acquisition  of  Wherry 
projects  under  condemnation. 

On  behalf  of  the  committee,  we  have 
two  minor  amendments  to  offer  at  the 
proper  time,  which  will  further  clarify 
the  law  in  connection  with  the  Wherry 
acquisition  or  condemnation  proceedings 
in  court.  The  amendments  we  shall  of¬ 
fer  would  make  it  mandatory  that  the 
court  appoint  commissioners,  but  they 
will  be  the  court’s  commissioners,  se¬ 
lected  by  the  court  itself.  We  think  the 
commissioner  system  in  these  cases  will 
serve  better,  as  a  practical  matter,  than 
would  a  jury  of  12. 

That  suggestion  came  from  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefatjver], 
who  made  a  very  strong  showing  with 
reference  to  the  subject  matter.  We  are 
glad  to  offer  that  amendment  on  behalf 
of  the  committee. 

Another  suggestion  was  brought  to  our 
attention  very  vividly  and  constructively 
by  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman],  The  amendment  to  be  of¬ 
fered  in  that  connection  will  clarify  any 
obscure  language  in  the  bill  as  it  now 
stands,  and  make  it  clear  that  in  the 
condemnation  proceedings  the  rules  of 
evidence  which  pertain  to  a  given  court 
or  forum  will  apply  to  all  matters  and 
will  be  under  the  control  of  the  judge. 
The  bill  does  not  attempt  to  prescribe 
new  rules  of  evidence  or  to  limit  the 
court  in  applying  the  law  of  the  particu¬ 
lar  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  am  glad  to  hear 
about  the  amendments  which  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  propose.  There  are  not  many 
types  of  property  like  the  so-called 
Wherry  housing  with  respect  to  which 
investors  have  invested  their  money,  and 
the  property  is  valuable,  usually,  only 
for  military  housing  purposes. 

Very  often  the  buildings  are  erected 
on  the  property  of  the  Government. 
The  amount  of  investment,  the  return, 
capitalization,  and  all  the  other  techni¬ 
calities  have  to  do  with  the  value  of 
property,  so  I  agree  that  commissioners 
who  can  study  the  technicalities  and 
make  the  necessary  mathematical  cal¬ 
culations  are  the  proper  group  to  place 
a  reasonable  value  on  the  property — a 
value  that  is  fair  to  the  owner  and  fair 
to  the  Government. 

I  have  heard  some  owners  of  so-called 
Wherry  housing  say  that  in  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings  under  the  Department 
of  Justice,  among  the  other  elements  of 
value  to  which  the  Government  has  re¬ 
fused  to  pay  any  attention  have  been 
the  replacement  cost,  and  the  fair  de¬ 
preciation,  which  seem  to  be  elements 
of  value  which  have  particular  perti¬ 
nency  in  connection  with  Wherry  hous¬ 
ing. 
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I  had  understood  that  an  amendment 
might  be  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  in  that  con¬ 
nection.  I  certainly  hoped  that  those 
elements  of  value  which  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  would  be  spelled  out  or  consid¬ 
ered  in  connection  with  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  can  answer  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  in  this  way:  It  is 
the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  when 
we  try  to  spell  out  elements  of  values 
we  create  more  trouble  than  we  seek  to 
cure.  When  the  parties  are  unable  to 
negotiate,  they  enter  into  a  condemna¬ 
tion  proceeding,  in  which  rules  of  evi¬ 
dence  and  judicial  processes  control.  As 
I  have  just  said,  the  rules  of  evidence  of 
a  given  forum  as  to  proper  elements  of 
value  are  to  be  considered.  I  would 
strongly  oppose  any  encroachment  upon 
that  idea. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  In  other  legislation 
I  have  noted  that  it  has  not  been  stated 
that  the  items  mentioned  shall  be  the 
only  elements  of  value,  but  it  has  been 
stated  that  under  peculiar  circumstances 
consideration  should  be  given  to  par¬ 
ticular  elements  of  value.  That  is  quite 
generally  done  in  connection  with  laws 
affecting  types  of  property  which  are 
different  from  the  usual  run  of  prop¬ 
erty.  It  seems  to  me  that,  since  Wherry 
housing  is  an  unusual  type  of  invest¬ 
ment,  some  consideration  should  be  giv¬ 
en  to  the  particular  types  of  value  which 
apply  particularly  to  Wherry  housing — • 
that  is,  the  cost  of  construction,  the  cost 
of  replacement,  and  fair  depreciation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  feel  sure  that 
those  elements  are  considered  in  their 
proper  perspective,  under  the  rules  of 
evidence  prevailing  in  the  jurisdiction 
where  the  case  may  be  tried.  That  be¬ 
ing  true,  it  is  bound  to  have  an  influence 
on  the  parties  as  they  negotiate,  al¬ 
though  in  other  legislation  we  do  pre¬ 
scribe  certain  rules  of  evidence  which 
pertain  to  the  subject  matter  which  the 
Senator  has  mentioned. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  First,  I  wish  to  ex¬ 
press,  my  appreciation  to  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  for  the  masterful  job 
he  has  done  in  connection  with  this  bill, 
and  I  wish  also  to  compliment  the  other 
members  of  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee.  1 

Limiting  myself  to  the  subject  of 
Wherry  housing,  the  Senator  is  well 
aware  of  my  views  on  the  /subject.  I 
have  discussed  it  with  him  many  times, 
both  in  the  Senate  and  outside  the  Sen¬ 
ate. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  has  been 
very  helpful  in  the  discussion  of  this 
troublesome  subject. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

My  own  feeling  is  that  if  the  Federal 
Government  is  given  the  right  to  step  in 
and  take  away  from  private  individuals 
properties  which  they  own,  certainly  the 
government  should  pay  just  compensa¬ 
tion.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  case 
of  a  Wherry  project,  we  are  setting  two 
standards.  We  know  that  the  prices  of 
labor,  materials,  and  everything  else 


have  gone  up  over  a  period  of  6  or  7 
years;  yet  we  are  holding  the  owner  to 
the  basic  value  before  prices  went  up. 
Then  we  are  taking  away  from  him  the 
cost  of  bringing  the  property  up  to  to¬ 
day’s  values,  which  are  much  higher.  It 
is  an  unfair  formula. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  matter  of  negotiation  between 
the  parties,  I  assume. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  am  glad  the  Sen¬ 
ator  brought  that  out,  because  it  is  my 
understanding  that,  in  the  handling  of 
the  cases  the  Department  of  Justice  at 
least  is  insisting  upon  a  very  narrow 
criterion  for  setting  the  value. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  In  the  cases  in  court? 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Those  which  have 
come  under  the  control  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice.  I  like  what  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  has  said,  and  I  wish  to 
back  him  up.  The  Senator  was  a  dis¬ 
tinguished  judge  in  his  State,  and  I  know 
of  no  better  lawyer  in  the  Senate  than 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi.  If  I  under¬ 
stand  correctly  what  he  says,  it  is  that 
the  language  which  it  is  anticipated  will 
be  put  in  the  bill  will  be  to  the  effect  that 
the  commissioners  shall  be  appointed  by 
the  court  and  that  they  will  be  governed 
by  the  rules  of  evidence  obtaining  in  the 
State  where  the  cases  are  to  be  tried. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  abso¬ 
lutely  correct. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  They  will  not  be 
held  down  by  any  single  criterion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  No.  In  the  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings,  they  go  into  court  for 
all  purposes.  They  cannot  have  one  foot 
in  and  one  foot  out.  They  cannot  be 
bound  by  what  the  Department  of  Justice 
says,  or  by  what  the  Federal  Housing 
Administrator  says,  or  by  what  anybody 
else  says.  All  of  them  can  testify,  but  the 
commissioners  are  controlled  by  the 
judge  of  the  court,  and  by  the  rulings  the 
judge  makes.  It  is  a  legal  question  and 
a  matter  of  judicial  evidence,  and  the 
value  will  be  determined  accordingly. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  As  a  general  mat¬ 
ter,  may  I  ask  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  if  he  believes  that  a  project  which 
is  bought  as  a  going  project  ought  to  be 
valued  as  a  going  concern  today? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  certainly  one 
of  the  elements  of  value,  and  I  believe  it 
is  a  major  element  of  value.  I  would  not 
say  that  the  only  element  of  value  is  its 
replacement  cost  now. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  did  not  use  that 
term.  I  used  the  terms  “going  project” 
and  “going  concern.” 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes;  I  imagine  that 
would  be  a  part  of  the  testimony  before 
the  commissioners. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  If  the  Senator  from 
Alabama  has  concluded.  * 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Let  me  say  that  I 
appreciate  the  cooperation  we  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Senator  from  Mississip¬ 
pi.  Housing  is  a  topic  which  comes  un¬ 
der  dual  committee  jurisdiction.  From 
the  very  beginning,  as  the  Senator  knows, 
when  the  housing  bill  was  before  us,  we 
tried  to  remedy  the  situation.  I  realize 
the  opposition  which  was  stated  by  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
at  that  time  and,  I  take  it,  the  Armed 


Services  Committee  has  been  trying  to 
improve  upon  what  we  did  in  the  hous¬ 
ing  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  am  glad  to  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  negotiate  with 
the  Senator  for  some  changes,  and  I  ap¬ 
preciate  his  cooperation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  has  been  very  cooperative  and  quite 
helpful  in  his  suggestions  to  us,  which 
we  have  adopted,  and  will  offer  in  the 
form  of  an  amendment.  The  Senator 
from  South  Dakota,  who  is  necessarily 
absent  today  on  official  business,  is  'very 
much  interested  in  the  general  subject 
and  has  been  quite  effective  in  working 
on  it.  The  subcommittee  members  be¬ 
lieve  that  the  amendments  we  will  offer 
will  also  represent  the  thinking  of  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  on  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  and  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  subcommittee,  especially  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son],  in  addition  to  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  for  the  consideration  the 
subcommittee  has  given  to  the  problem 
which  the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  has  discussed  and  in  which  I 
am  interested  because  of  the  number  of 
Wherry  projects  in  the  State  of  Ten¬ 
nessee.  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  expres¬ 
sion  from  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
that  the  local  rules  of  evidence  will  be 
used,  and  not  the  procedure  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  follows. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  may  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Tennessee  that  any  other  rule 
would  be  invalid  and  unconstitutional 
and,  in  effect,  a  confiscation  of  property 
without  just  compensation. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  hope  the  cases  will 
be  settled  or  compromised  without  the 
necessity  of  going  to  court.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  is  following  an  unreal¬ 
istic  and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  an  unfair 
procedure  so  far  as  the  adequate  com¬ 
pensation  rule  is  concerned.  It  makes  it 
almost  impossible  for  the  parties  to  ne¬ 
gotiate  a  fair  settlement  from  their  view¬ 
point.  I  would  hope  that  the  Department 
of  Justice  would  take  into  consideration 
the  going  value  of  the  operation  as  de¬ 
fined  by  the  Senator  from  Alabama,  just 
as  the  commissioners  will,  under  the  rules 
of  evidence,  when  the  come  to  the  trial 
of  the  cases. 


Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  remarks.  Of  course,  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate,  some,  although 
not  all,  of  the  Wherry  housing  projects 
were  characterized  by  the  so-called 
windfall  profits,  which  gave  so  much 
trouble  to  the  just,  as  well  as  to  the 
unjust,  and  in  connection  with  which 
Congress  has  been  trying  to  prescribe  a 
procedure  which  would  be  fair  to  all. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  wish  to  point  out 
again  the  unique  position  of  these  prop¬ 
erties.  They  have  been  built  for  oc¬ 
cupancy  by  Government  employees.  If 
we  consider  only  the  value  separate  and 
apart  from  what  the  Defense  Depart¬ 
ment  may  use  them  for,  it  would  be  un¬ 
fair  to  the  owners.  If  we  considered  the 
properties  as  compared  with  some  other 
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properties,  that  would  not  be  quite  fair, 
either,  because  there  are  no  similar  prop¬ 
erties.  I  believe  we  must  consider  the 
value  of  the  properties  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  use  the  Government  is  going 
to  make  of  them.  That  ought  to  be  one 
of  the  prime  considerations  in  arriving 
at  the  value. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  believe  the  Senator’s 
comment  is  very  timely.  I  feel  the  con¬ 
demnation  cases  will  carry  out  that  ob¬ 
jective  as  a  part  of  the  entire  procedure. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Tennessee  brings  out  a 
very  important  point.  Would  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  accept  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  bottom  of  page  153  to  insert 
the  words  “to  the  government”  after  the 
word  “value,”  so  as  to  make  the  language 
read:  “give  full  consideration  to  all  ele¬ 
ments  of  value  to  the  Government”? 
The  Senator  from  Tennessee  has  pointed 
out  that  the  value  to  the  Government 
certainly  should  be  considered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  certainly  one 
of  the  elements  of  value;  however,  it  is 
not  the  sole  one.  It  is  not  the  sole  or 
controlling  one.  Any  court  would  admit 
testimony  of  that  nature.  Unless  the 
Government  considered  them  of  some 
value,  it  would  not  be  condemning  them 
or  asking  for  them. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Is  there  any  objection 
to  putting  it  in  the  bill? 

'  Mr.  STENNIS.  We  want  to  make  it 
clear  that  the  Army,  the  Navy,  the  Air 
Force,  the  Department  of  Justice,  and 
anyone  else  has  no  special  standing  in 
court  and  that  the  cases  will  be  decided 
as  a  judicial  matter  according  to  the 
rules  of  evidence  pertaining  to  such 
matters. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  believe  it  would  be 
a  great  contribution  toward  clarifying 
the  subject  if  the  words  “to  the  Govern¬ 
ment”  could  be  added.  Certainly  the 
properties  are  not  worth  anything  except 
as  properties  which  have  some  value  to 
the  Government. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  owner  might  not 
want  such  testimony  to  go  into  the  case, 
because  the  Government  may  testify 
that,  after  all,  the  property  is  not  worth 
much  to  it. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  If  the  Government  is 
going  to  take  over  the  property,  it  seems 
to  me  its  value  to  the  Government  is  a 
fundamental  element  for  consideration. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Let  me  answer  that 
question.  My  view  is  that  if  such  matters 
are  considered  in  a  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceeding,  there  cannot  be  a  better  rule 
written  than  the  judicial  rule  which  the 
courts  already  have  applied  in  such  cases 
to  property  of  all  kinds.  The  court  ad¬ 
justs  itself  to  the  particular  case  always. 
I  think  we  will  do  harm  to  one  side  or 
to  both  sides  if  we  try  to  write  rules  of 
evidence  on  which  the  court  is  to  hear 
this  type  of  case.  That  is  why  I  have 
resisted  all  such  proposals. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  can  understand, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  the  judi- 
cial  soundness  of  the  attitude  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  with  reference  to 


rules  of  evidence.  But  after  all,  the 
properties  which  are  being  condemned,  if 
they  are  being  condemned  for  what  they 
could  be  rented  for  to  taxpayers,  or  for 
what  they  could  be  rented  on  the  open 
market,  would  not  have  much  value  at 
all,  because  the  houses  were  built  for  a 
special  use.  The  only  one  to  whom  they 
are  of  any  real  value  is  the  Government 
itself. 

I  do  not  think  this  proposal  makes  any 
exception  which  has  not  been  made  in 
other  types  of  cases  where  there  are 
unique  situations.  I  think  language 
might  be  considered  along  the  lines  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  fi'om  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  that  after  the  words  “shall  give  full 
consideration  to  all  elements  of  value,” 
there  be  inserted  “including  the  value  to 
the  Government.” 

It  seems  to  me  that  is  an  element  of 
fairness,  and  is  something  to  which  the 
attention  of  the  court  should  be  directed 
because  of  the  uniqueness  of  the 
property. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  think  in  an  ordinary 
case  that  certainly  would  be  admissible 
evidence,  unless  it  were  objected  to  by 
the  owner  himself.  But  I  believe  we  will 
be  borrowing  trouble  if  we  try  to  write 
into  the  bill  the  ground  rules  upon  which 
the  court  will  have  to  conduct  the  con¬ 
demnation  proceeding.  Now  the  rules 
apply  to  all  alike,  and  they  have  already 
been  formulated  in  that  area  of  the  law. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  I  could  see  a  reason 
for  the  Senator’s  argument  if  the  lan¬ 
guage  provided  that  the  court  should 
give  consideration  to  all  elements  of 
value  to  Joe  Doakes  or  John  Doe.  But 
so  far  as  the  Government  is  concerned, 
which  is  the  principal  entity  outside 
the  owner,  I  cannot  see  any  reason  for 
not  including  the  words  I  have  sug¬ 
gested.  It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  logi¬ 
cal  to  do  so.  I  do  not  see  how  they 
could  do  any  harm;  I  think  they  could 
do  nothing  but  good. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  One  thing  I  think 
we  should  keep  in  mind  about  the 
Wherry  projects  is  that  the  Government 
has  the  unusual  privilege  of  taking  them 
over.  The  owner  has  nothing  to  say 
about  it  at  all.  We  should  make  certain 
that  whatever  is  written  into  the  law 
is  an  absolute  assurance  that  the  owner 
will  be  dealt  with  fairly.  That  is  all 
I  ask  for;  and  as  I  understand,  that  is 
the  purpose  of  the  language  suggested 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  think  we  are  all 
really  in  agreement  as  to  what  we  want. 
We  want  to  have  the  owner  treated 
fairly. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  As  I  understand, 
the  entire  subject  matter  will  be  in  con¬ 
ference  when  the  bill  goes  to  the  House. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  House  bill  pertaining  to  this  sub¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rectly  advised  on  that  point. 


Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  certainly  hope 
the  finest  thought  may  be  given  to  this 
proposal,  to  make  certain  that  the  per¬ 
son  from  whom  our  great  Government 
is  taking  the  property  may  be  treated 
fairly  in  the  transaction.  That  is  all 
any  of  us  could  ask  for. 

In  that  connection,  I  commend  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  and  his  com¬ 
mittee  for  a  very  fine  statement  in  the 
report  with  respect  to  Wherry  housing. 

I  should  like  to  read  it,  because  I  think 
it  is  well  that  it  appear  in  the  Record. 
The  statement  appears  on  page  46  of  the 
report.  It  reads: 

In  addition,  the  committee  has  included 
an  amendment  to  the  housing  amendments 
of  1955,  designed  to  clarify  and  stabilize  the 
procedures  for  acquiring  Wherry  housing 
projects  by  condemnation. 

Then  listen  closely  to  this : 

The  committee  takes  this  action  primarily 
because  it  has  been  informed,  and  has  a 
sound  basis  to  believe  correctly,  that  the  cri¬ 
teria  utilized  in  the  acquisition  of  Wherry 
projects  has  varied  from  service  to  service 
with  a  resultant  lack  of  acceptable  uniform¬ 
ity.  The  committee  expects  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  who  should  now  have  no  doubt 
about  his  authority,  to  establish  a  standard 
procedure  which,  in  the  interest  of  clarity, 
just  compensation,  and  equitable  treatment 
of  all  concerned,  will  be  followed  by  the  en¬ 
tire  Department. 

I  think  that  in  a  few  words  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  and  his  committee 
have  pointed  up  the  real  difficulty  of  this 
matter.  I  am  informed  that  some  of  the 
services  have  administered  this  part  of 
the  law  fairly  and  with  good  results, 
while  other  services  have  not.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  has  well  pointed 
out  the  lack  of  uniformity.  I  commend 
him  for  his  statement.  I  hope  there  may 
be  gained  from  the  discussion  we  have 
had  in  the  Senate  on  this  question  what 
the  intent  of  Congress  is,  namely,  that 
the  act  be  administered  with  uniform¬ 
ity  and  fairness  to  all. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Alabama.  It  is  our  purpose  to  give 
this  program  a  new  start.  It  has  been 
vexing  not  only  to  Senators,  but  also  to 
Wherry  housing  owners  and  to  others. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  In  connection  with 
the  comment  made  by  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Alabama,  who 
read  from  page  46  of  the  report,  I  may 
say  that  that  language  was  included 
because  of  the  complaints  which  the 
committee  received  from  some  of  the 
occupants  of  Wherry  housing.  When 
that  language  is  considered  within  the 
context  of  the  bill  now  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  we  have  in  effect  a  legislative  his¬ 
tory  which  provides  guidelines  that  will 
give  the  litigant  a  fair  measure  of  dam¬ 
ages  in  keeping  with  sound  judicial 
procedure. 

The  colloquy  which  has  taken  place 
here  and  the  language  in  the  report  will 
provide  adequate  protection  for  those 
whose  property  will  be  acquired. 

The  Senate  should  be  advised  that 
our  committee  has  been  also  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  question  of  land  acqui¬ 
sition.  We  have  had  the  problem  of 
farm  people  who  lose  their  property  in 
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condemnation  proceedings.  Many  of 
those  people  point  out,  and  can  properly 
do  so,  unique  situations,  which  we,  as  a 
body,  cannot  begin  to  contemplate  in 
every  instance. 

In  connection  with  the  Wherry  acqui¬ 
sition  program,  we  must  make  every 
eifort  to  be  certain  that  there  are  guide¬ 
lines  which  will  give  the  courts,  in  the 
end,  sufficient  flexibility  to  mete  out 
justice  and  to  provide  just  compensa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  has  made 
a  splendid  statement. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Would  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi,  who  has  worked  so 
ably  and  conscientiously  upon  the  bill, 
specifically  accept  and  take  to  confer¬ 
ence  an  amendment  striking  out  certain 
words? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  might  advise  the 
Senator  that  we  have  already  announced 
we  will  propose  an  amendment  which 
will  strike  out  the  words  at  the  bottom 
of  page  153.  Has  the  Senator  been  ad¬ 
vised  about  the  committee  amendment? 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Yes;  to  strike  out  the 
words  “in  accordance  with  existing  law, 
and’’? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes;  on  the  last  part 
of  page  153  and  at  the  top  of  page  154, 
to  strike  out:  “shall  give  full  considera¬ 
tion  to  all  elements  of  value  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  existing  law,  and.”  We  de¬ 
cided  that  was  too  tight  and  might  re¬ 
fer  back  to  standards  of  value  in  other 
places  of  the  law.  We  want  to  leave  this 
an  open  judicial  question  without  hind¬ 
rance  or  advantage  either  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  or  to  the  Wherry  landowner  or  to 
the  services. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  As  I  understand,  the 
Senator  proposes  to  strike  out  all  after 
the  period  which  follows  the  word 
“court”  on  line  24,  through  the  word 
“and”  on  the  first  line  of  page  154. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  If  the  Senator  will 
read  with  me,  beginning  on  line  24,  the 
amendment,  if  adopted,  will  read  like 
this; 

Any  commission  appointed  hereunder  shall 
have  the  powers  of  a  master. 

That  language  omits  all  reference  to 
the  words  “elements  of  value.” 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  read  again  what  would  be 
deleted? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  On  page  153,  begin¬ 
ning  in  line  24,  the  sentence  commencing 
at  that  point  will  read  as  follows: 

Any  commission  appointed  hereunder — 

And  then  there  will  be  omitted  the 
following  words — 

shall  give  full  consideration  to  all  elements 
of  value  in  accordance  with  existing  law  and. 

And  then,  under  the  change,  the  sen¬ 
tence  will  continue.  As  thus  changed, 
the  sentence  will  read  as  follows: 

Any  commission  appointed  hereunder  shall 
have  the  powers  of  a  master  provided  in  sub¬ 
division  (c)  of  rule  53  of  the  Federal  Rules 
of  Civil  Procedure— 

And  so  forth.  Of  course,  the  latter 
is  another  subject  matter,  and  relates  to 
the  power  to  call  witnesses. 


Mr.  BRIDGES.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  accept  an 
amendment  reading  as  follows: 

Any  commission  appointed  hereunder  shall 
give  full  consideration  to  all  elements  of 
value  to  the  Government  and  shall  have  the 
powers  of  a  master  provided  in  subdivi¬ 
sion  (c)  — 

And  so  forth. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  would  respectfully 
have  to  decline  to  recommend  that 
amendment,  for  the  reasons  already 
stated,  namely,  that  we  want  to  keep 
this  a  wide-open  matter  of  judicial  pro¬ 
cedure.  The  rules  of  evidence  under  the 
judicial  system  prevailing  in  the  particu¬ 
lar  locality  would  prevail. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  Let  me  ask  whether 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has  been 
instructed  by  the  committee  to  oppose 
all  amendments. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  subcommittee  has 
gone  into  the  matter  so  thoroughly  and 
so  fully  that  we  have  concluded  that  we 
shall  have  to  oppose  any  amendments 
which  would  seek  to  write  into  the  bill 
any  provision  regarding  elements  of 
value  in  respect  to  the  judicial  proceed¬ 
ings. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  But  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  already  eliminated  a  part 
of  the  language,  by  agreeing  to  accept 
an  amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  decided  that  the 
language  we  had  placed  there  possibly 
did  introduce  elements  of  value  which 
were  found  at  some  places  in  the  law — 
for  instance,  in  the  law  on  the  Public 
Housing  Administration.  Therefore,  we 
struck  out  that  clause,  so  as  to  make 
certain  that  the  door  to  the  courtroom 
would  be  open,  with  no  hindrance  or  no 
advantage  to  anyone. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  But  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  has  changed  the  position  of 
the  subcommittee  in  respect  to  not 
accepting  amendments. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  were  convinced 
that  we  had  left  doubt  about  the  posi¬ 
tion  we  wished  to  state  clearly  and 
firmly;  and  the  language  I  have  read  is 
in  line  with  that  conviction  on  our  part. 

Mr.  BRIDGES.  However,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  has  now  accepted 
one  amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  But  the  amendment 
the  Senator  from  New  Hampshire  has 
proposed  would  be  directly  contrary  to 
the  purpose  of  the  subcommittee  in  hav¬ 
ing  the  language  changed  in  the  way  the 
subcommittee  has  asked  the  Senate  to 
change  it. 

I  assure  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  that  we  are  not  being  arbitrary. 
We  have  had  this  matter  under  consid¬ 
eration  and  study  for  years.  We  believe 
that  with  the  courtroom  door  open  now, 
without  any  hindrance,  limitation,  or 
favor  to  any  party,  this  problem  prob¬ 
ably  will  be  solved ;  and  with  the  door  to” 
the  courtroom  open,  the  negotiators  will 
more  easily  be  able  to  get  together. 

Let  me  say  that  I  appreciate  the  in¬ 
terest  of  the  Senator  from  New  Hamp¬ 
shire  in  this  question. 

OVERSEAS  BASES 

The  bill  would  authorize  some  $250 
million  for  the  construction  of  facilities 
at  various  overseas  bases.  Approxi¬ 


mately  280  major  overseas  bases  are  uti¬ 
lized  by  our  military  forces  throughout 
the  world — excluding,  of  course,  certain 
small  and  isolated  stations. 

As  of  June  30,  1957,  approximately  41 
percent  of  our  Armed  Forces  were  sta¬ 
tioned  either  abroad  or  with  the  operat¬ 
ing  forces  afloat  or  mobile.  Today’s 
percentages  are  qiute  similar. 

At  this  point  I  should  like  to  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  figures  at  the  top  of  page 
48,  which  indicate  the  magnitude  of  the 
dollar  authorizations  past,  present,  and 
estimated  future,  pertaining  to  the  bases 
covered  by  this  bill,  alone. 

During  the  hearings,  we  requested 
that  Department  of  Defense  furnish 
similar  figures  for  all  overseas  bases,  but 
it  was  impossible  to  receive  the  informa¬ 
tion  in  time  for  it  to  be  included  in  the 
report.  We  have  indicated  to  the  De¬ 
fense  Department  that  we  expect  these 
figures  to  be  furnished  at  the  time  of 
submission  of  next  year’s  construction 
bill. 

The  figure  we  had  for  overseas  base 
construction — and  the  figure  is  limited, 
of  course,  to  bases  covered  by  the  author¬ 
izations  included  in  the  pending  bill — is 
$6,925,966,000.  That  amount  includes 
estimated  future  authorization  require¬ 
ments  for  the  completion  of  the  bases, 
and  also  includes  some  authorizations 
which  have  not  yet  been  utilized.  But 
this  is  the  only  way  to  understand  the 
magnitude  of  the  developments  we  are 
making  year  by  year. 

I  know  that  I  speak  for  the  other  com¬ 
mittee  members  when  I  say  that  we  have 
no  quarrel  regarding  the  need  for  certain 
overseas  bases.  In  fact,  such  are  essen¬ 
tial  to  our  national  security.  However, 
there  is  one  area  of  grave  concern.  I 
refer  to  the  apparent  trend  toward  in¬ 
creasing  overseas  costs  and  personnel 
strengths.  For  example,  while  the  total 
military  and  civilian  operational  per¬ 
sonnel  decreased  during  the  14  months’ 
period  ending  March  1957  from  approxi¬ 
mately  690,000  to  approximately  640,000, 
during  the  same  period  the  overseas  de¬ 
pendent  population  increased  from  ap¬ 
proximately  348,000  to  approximately 
409,000.  It  is  difficult  to  believe  that  this 
betters  our  overseas  combat  capability. 
So  we  ask  the  question,  “How  far  are  we 
going  when,  at  a  time  when  we  are  de¬ 
creasing  the  overseas  operating  personnel 
by  as  much  as  50,000  persons,  we  increase 
the  dependent  personnel  by  61,000  per¬ 
sons?” 

Salary  costs  alone  on  the  above  figures, 
predicated  on  an  average  of  $5,000  a  year 
for  military  individuals  and  $6,000  a  year 
per  civilian,  create  an  annual  payroll  of 
nearly  $3  Vz  billion.  It  is  estimated  that 
$10,000  is  required  to  move  a  family 
overseas. 

In  the  report  we  call  upon  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  to  review  this  situa¬ 
tion,  because  if  constant  vigilance  is 
not  maintained,  the  following  unaccept¬ 
able  conditions  could  result: 

First.  Individuals  and  units  stationed 
overseas  could  become  so  engrossed  in 
their  own  daily  housekeeping  that  they 
would  do  serious  damage  to  their  mili¬ 
tary  mission. 

Second.  Unacceptable  immobility,  due 
to  the  imbalanced  percentage  of  non- 
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combatants  to  combat  troops.  Large 
and  vulnerable  numbers  of  dependents 
stationed  in  potential  theaters  of  com¬ 
bat  might  well  introduce  personal  con¬ 
siderations  into  the  minds  of  those  who 
should  be  solely  preoccupied  with  mili¬ 
tary  operations.  It  is  to  be  noted  that 
at  one  Air  Force  installation  within  easy 
reach  of  potential  enemy  missiles,  ap¬ 
proximately  82  percent  of  the  officers 
and  46  percent  of  the  airmen  are  accom¬ 
panied  by  their  families.  There  are 
3,200  high  school  and  elementary  stu¬ 
dents  attending  base  schools — and  this 
in  an  area  where  mobility  is  said  to 
be  one  of  the  prime  methods  of  defend¬ 
ing  the  base — if  “defense”  is  the  proper 
word. 

Third.  The  cost  of  maintaining  and 
providing  logistical  support  for  overseas 
installations  could  exceed  their  military 
value. 

REAL  ESTATE 

I  shall  not  take  the  Senate’s  time  to¬ 
day,  unless  there  are  questions,  to  cover 
in  detail  the  real  property  under  the 
control  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 
The  data  are  set  forth,  commencing  on 
page  50  of  the  report.  Thei-e  are  ap¬ 
proximately  27  million  acres  under  the 
control  of  the  military  in  the  United 
States. 

While  the  report  acknowledges  the 
Department  of  Defense  efforts  toward 
the  disposal  of  surplus  real  estate,  it 
indicates  that  the  committee  is  frankly 
disappointed  at  the  results  obtained  so 
far,  and  expects  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  who  should  no  longer  have  any 
doubt  about  his  authority,  to  move 
rapidly  in  this  field. 

COMPETITIVE  BID  PROCEDURES  AND  CONTRACT 

SUPERVISION 

On  page  55  of  the  report  there  is 
shown  a  tabulation  which  indicates  the 
comparative  procedures  of  competitive 
bid  contracts  versus  negotiated  contracts 
for  military  construction  during  the 
past  5*72  years.  The  committee  is 
pleased  to  note  that  the  experience  in 
the  construction  field  indicates  that 
more  than  SO  percent  of  all  contracts 
have  been  let  on  a  competitive  bid  basis. 

I  believe  that  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson]  will  have  a  special 
word  to  say  about  this  matter.  He  is 
very  familiar  with  it,  and  also  with  the 
provisions  of  the  bill  in  regard  to  com¬ 
petitive  bids. 

We  are  glad  to  report  that  more  than 
90  percent  of  all  contracts  have  been  let 
on  competitive  bids,  although  it  is  obvi¬ 
ous  that  some  have  to  be  let  otherwise. 

HOSPITALS  AND  DEPENDENT  MEDICAL  CARE 

At  this  time  I  should  like  to  draw  the 
Senate’s  attention  to  page  56  of  the  re¬ 
port,  pertaining  to  hospital  and  depend¬ 
ent  medical  care.  It  is  obvious  that 
medical  facilities  are  not  being  utilized 
to  the  extent  of  their  capacity.  At  the 
beginning  of  calendar  1958,  the  normal 
bed  capacity  of  the  medical  facilities  of 
the  three  services  was  approximately 
85,000.  The  daily  average  of  beds  occu¬ 
pied  was  less  than  31,000.  Dependents 
occupied  less  than  6,000  of  this  31,000, 
and,  as  may  be  remembered,  other  legis¬ 
lation  previously  passed  by  Congress  has 
provided  that  dependents  may  receive 
certain  medical  care,  either  at  military 


installations  or  local  civilian  medical  fa¬ 
cilities  under  a  health  plan,  as  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

In  view  of  the  lack  of  complete  utili¬ 
zation  of  existing  medical  facilities,  the 
committee  adopted  the  policy  of  recom¬ 
mending  for  disapproval,  at  least  for  this 
year,  hospital  facilities  designed  to  re¬ 
place  existing  ones,  and  until  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  convinced  that  maximum  utili¬ 
zation  is  being  accomplished  at  existing 
facilities. 

Perhaps  this  matter  will  come  up  dur¬ 
ing  the  debate  on  the  appropriation  bill. 
The  cost  schedule  with  reference  to  this 
program  begins  on  page  56  of  the  report 
and  continues  on  page  57. 

Until  the  matter  is  cleared  up  and  a 
preliminary  policy  established,  we 
thought  we  should  not  continue  building 
further  military  hospitals  except  in  iso¬ 
lated  areas,  because,  under  this  medical 
care  program,  it  has  developed,  within 
the  last  year  and  a  half,  in  many  places 
that  the  hospital  population  of  the  area 
has  been  quickly  depleted.  Until  a  firmer 
policy  is  established,  we  thought  we 
should  not  approve  replacement  hospitals 
in  this  bill — and  there  are  not  many  in 
it — except  some  small  ones  in  places 
where  hospital  facilities  do  not  otherwise 
exist. 

We  had  hearings  with  reference  to  the 
National  Guard  and  other  Reserve  unit 
construction  programs. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  wish  to  express 
my  thanks  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi,  who  has  so  ably  pre¬ 
sented  the  bill  authorizing  military  con¬ 
struction.  There  is  no  greater  need  in 
our  country  today  than  the  maintenance 
of  our  military  strength.  I  express  my 
admiration  to  the  committee,  through 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi,  which  has 
so  ably  dealt  with  this  highly  important 
subject.  It  is  for  the  security  of  the 
country.  At  the  same  time  I  express  my 
appreciation  for  what  has  been  provided 
for  my  own  State  of  West  Virginia.  For 
many  years  there  has  been  a  neglect  of 
and  a  passing  over  of  my  State  in  the 
matter  of  military  installations  which 
are  justified.  Therefore,  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  will  understand  my  feel¬ 
ing  of  approval  that  the  Senate  has  add¬ 
ed  to  the  bill  quite  a  number  of  installa¬ 
tions  in  my  State  with  respect  to  the 
Army  National  Guard,  and  also  for  the 
Army  Reserve  and  the  Air  National 
Guard.  While  quite  a  number  of  those 
projects  did  not  appear  in  the  House 
bill,  I  am  particularly  gratified  that  they 
are  included  in  the  Senate  version  of  the 
bill. 

I  express  the  hope  to  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  that  when  the  bill  goes  to 
conference  the  Senate  conferees  will 
stand  by  the  authorizations  provided  in 
the  bill,  which  are  so  badly  needed  in 
my  State.  I  hope  the  House  conferees 
will  agree  to  them  in  conference,  and 
that  the  great  need  for  them  will  be 
pointed  out  and  sustained. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
for  his  remarks,  which  are  so  timely. 
We  think  one  of  the  great  morale 
builders  of  the  whole  military  program 
is  the  maintenance  of  the  Reserve  Com¬ 


ponents,  including  the  National  Guard, 
which  is  a  source  of  military  pride  as 
well  as  patriotism.  We  hope  we  can 
prevail  in  conference.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  realizes  the  bill  does  not  pro¬ 
vide  the  money. 

Mr.  REVERCOMB.  I  realize  the  bill 
does  not  carry  the  appropriation,  but  it 
is  the  first  step  in  authorizing  construc¬ 
tion.  I  may  point  out  to  the  Senator 
that  the  matter  is  one  which  goes  beyond 
a  question  of  pride;  it  has  become  a 
matter  of  necessity  for  our  defenses. 
Up  to  now  my  State  has  lagged  behind 
in  the  authorization  of  military  instal¬ 
lations.  The  bill  now  presents  a  great 
step  forward.  It  is  a  needed  step  at  this 
time  when  the  defenses  of  our  country 
must  be  kept  modern  and  alert.  These 
branches  of  the  service  are  just  as  es¬ 
sential  to  the  security  of  our  country 
as  are  any  part  of  our  defense  forces. 

Again  I  express  to  the  Senator  and  to 
his  committee  my  appreciation  and  my 
feeling  of  gratitude  for  considering 
these  very  needed  projects,  and  for 
placing  them  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
We  found  that  throughout  the  Nation 
$35  million  of  local  funds  had  already 
been  appropriated  by  local  authorities 
and  States  and  were  awaiting  matching 
funds. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
his  courtesy.  I  should  like  to  commend 
him,  as  so  many  of  our  colleagues  have 
done,  for  the  splendid  and  painstaking 
job  he  has  done  in  putting  this  com¬ 
plicated  bill  together  and  coming  before 
the  Senate  with  a  measure  which  I  feel 
will  have  the  overwhelming  approval  of 
the  Senate. 

There  is  one  item  about  which,  as  a 
Senator  from  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania,  I  am  a  little  disappointed. 
If  the  Senator  will  indulge  me,  I  should 
like  to  outline  the  situation  briefly  and 
then  ask  him  a  question  or  two. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CLARK.  On  page  4  of  the  House 
bill  there  was  an  authorization  for  $2,- 
274,000  for  three  projects  to  be  under¬ 
taken  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  near  Carlisle, 
Pa.,  where,  as  the  Senator  well  knows, 
the  Army  War  College  is  located.  I 
think  it  is  the  oldest  military  post  in 
the  United  States  of  America.  As  the 
Senator  knows,  the  Army  War  College 
is  one  of  the  finest  of  our  institutions, 
and  of  the  greatest  possible  use  in  ade¬ 
quately  training  members  of  the  Army 
for  their  profession. 

In  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill,  how¬ 
ever,  on  page  85,  the  House  authoriza¬ 
tion  has  been  reduced  from  $2,274,000  to 
only  $374,000,  the  net  effect  of  which  is 
to  permit  the  acquisition  of  approxi¬ 
mately  50  acres  of  land  which  are  very 
badly  needed  by  the  War  College  to 
round  out  the  property  which  it  owns 
and  to  make  it  possible,  at  a  later  date, 
to  erect  a  hospital.  The  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  version  of  the  bill  would  also  au¬ 
thorize  a  small  amount  of  money  for 
a  couple  of  additional  officers’  houses. 
But  the  principal  reduction  is  due  to  the 
fact  that  the  hospital  which  was  urged 
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on  the  committee  by  the  Army,  and 
which  was  accepted  by  the  House,  has 
been  cut  out  of  the  Senate  committee 
substitute. 

I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  review 
the  hearings  in  this  regard.  I  ask  the 
indulgence  of  my  colleague  while  I  turn 
to  page  625  of  those  hearings,  where  the 
justification  for  that  hospital  is  set  forth. 
To  me  it  appeared  to  be  a  complete  and 
thorough  justification.  I  shall  read  the 
key  sentence: 

The  denial  of  this  project  would  cause  the 
continued  use  of  a  highly  unsatisfactory 
facility  which  is  both  inefficient  and  costly 
to  operate.  Also,  it  will  not  allow  the  con¬ 
solidation  and  joint  utilization  of  facilities 
as  proposed  by  the  Department  of  Defense; 
therefore,  the  benefit  and  economies  in  ma¬ 
terials  and  personnel  cannot  be  effected. 

I  wonder  if  my  friend  from  Mississippi 
would  object  if  I  asked  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  detailed  justification 
for  the  project,  which  appears  on  page 
625  of  the  hearings,  made  a  part  of  the 
Record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  There  is  no  objection 
from  the  committee. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  justifica¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Detailed  justification  follows: 

Hospital,  50  to  100  bed,  50,000  square  feet 
($1,920,000)  :  The  present  hospital  serving 
this  installation  is  a  collection  of  buildings 
which  have  been  erected  over  the  past  48 
years.  The  permanent  part  of  this  plant 
was  built  in  1908  and  contains  14,770  square 
feet.  With  the  event  of  World  War  II,  it 
was  necessary  to  expand  this  hospital  by  the 
construction  of  mobilization-type  structures. 
As  a  result,  a  very  inefficient  hospital  plant 
evolved,  with  administrative  offices,  obstet¬ 
rical,  outpatient,  and  laboratory  facilities  in 
the  permanent  building.  Bed  space,  dining 
facilities.  X-ray,  surgery,  and  the  dental 
clinic  are  in  one-story  wood  buildings  of 
mobilization  design  sited  across  a  main  high¬ 
way.  Supply  and  service  facilities  are  housed 
in  wood  buildings  located  approximately  one- 
half  mile  from  the  remainder  of  the  hos¬ 
pital.  The  dispersion  of  the  various  hospital 
elements  throughout  the  buildings  noted 
above,  is  contributory  to  the  inefficiency  of 
this  hospital  plant.  The  permanent  two- 
story  building  has  outlived  its  useful  life, 
in  that  electrical,  plumbing,  and  mechan¬ 
ical  systems  were  not  designed  for  present 
day  load  or  service.  Over  48  years,  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  various  scientific  or  profes¬ 
sional  equipment  has  changed  and  this 
building  was  not  designed  for  this  equip¬ 
ment.  As  a  result,  many  deficiencies  in 
space  or  facility  exists.  Also,  methods  and 
procedures  used  in  medical  treatments  have 
changed  over  the  period  of  life  of  this  build¬ 
ing.  This  creates  many  problems  and  ineffi¬ 
ciencies. 

The  wood  temporary  buildings  have  long 
outlived  their  expected  useful  life.  They 
were  designed  for  mobilization  use  and  do 
not  have  the  finishes,  appurtenances,  or 
structural  stability  characteristic  for  long- 
range  utilization.  Also,  these  buildings  are 
combustible  and  constitute  a  fire  hazard. 

The  permanent  building  is  separated  from 
the  temporary  structures  by  a  heavily  trav¬ 
eled  main  highway.  The  buildings  where  pa¬ 
tients  are  housed  are  located  less  than  40 
yards  from  a  main  line  of  a  railroad  which 
has  considerable  freight  traffic,  thus  creating 
a  noise  level  that  is  highly  detrimental  to 
patients.  Also,  the  cleanliness  of  the  hos¬ 
pital  due  to  fly  ash  is  a  constant  problem 
due  to  location  of  the  post  central  heating 
plant,  which  is  approximately  150  yards  from 
hospital  buildings  . 


Based  upon  the  local  hospitalization  rates, 
experience,  and  long-range  strengths  to  be 
served  (5,200),  and  the  hospital  bed  require¬ 
ments  of  the  other  military  services,  in  this 
area,  the  size  has  been  determined.  This 
hospital  will  provide  hospitalization  for  all 
military  personnel  and  their  dependents, 
living  in  the  Carlisle-Harrisburg  area. 

The  permanent  building  will  be  diverted 
to  administrative  use,  while  the  temporary 
wood  buildings  will  be  demolished. 

The  denial  of  this  project  would  cause  the 
continued  use  of  a  highly  unsatisfactory  fa¬ 
cility  which  is  both  inefficient  and  costly 
to  operate.  Also,  it  will  not  allow  the  con¬ 
solidation  and  joint  utilization  of  facil¬ 
ities  as  proposed  by  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense;  therefore,  the  benefit  and  economies 
in  materials  and  personnel  cannot  be  ef¬ 
fected. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  I  wonder 
if  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  can  tell 
me  the  thinking  of  the  committee  as  to 
this  particular  project,  which  appears,  at 
least,  to  be  in  the  public  interest,  and 
which  I  think  would  result,  in  the  end,  in 
economies  and  greater  efficiency,  but 
which  was  deleted  by  the  Senate,  al¬ 
though  approved  by  the  House. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  wonder  if  tfie  Senator  from 
Mississippi  will  yield  to  me  before  he 
answers  the  question. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  has  a  statement  on  this 
particular  item,  I  assume. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  join  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  in  his  statement  with  -  eference  to 
the  Carlisle  Barracks.  The  Carlisle  Bar¬ 
racks  is  the  oldest  fort  in  continuous 
service  in  the  United  States,  except  for 
the  period  when  the  Carlisle  Indian 
School  was  at  those  barracks.  It  might 
be  interesting  to  my  colleagues  to  know 
that  the  old  guardhouse,  still  in  existence, 
was  built  by  Hessian  prisoners  during 
the  Revolutionary  War. 

The  Carlisle  Barracks  is  now  used  for 
our  War  College.  The  War  College  is 
where  we  train  the  men  to  do  the  high 
echelon  staff  work.  These  men  ought  to 
have  fine  surroundings,  because  they 
have  a  most  difficult  job.  I  have  spoken 
at  the  barracks  several  times.  The  finest 
young  men  of  our  Army  are  trained 
there. 

I  think  what  my  distinguished  col¬ 
league  is  asking  for  would  be  a  great 
morale  builder,  if  the  committee  feels 
the  proposal  can  be  sustained  in  confer¬ 
ence.  I  sincerely  hope  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Mississippi  will  be  agree¬ 
able  to  taking  the  matter  to  conference, 
because  I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful 
to  have  it  provided.  I  was  at  Carlisle 
Barracks  not  long  ago.  The  item  refers 
to  a  piece  of  ground  which  will  add 
greatly  to  the  surroundings  and  be  a 
great  morale  builder. 

It  is  necessary  to  have  the  staff  ele¬ 
ments  of  our  Army  developed  as  rapidly 
as  possible  during  these  critical  times. 

I  apologize  for  interrupting,  and  I 
apologize  for  taking  up  the  time,  but  I 
want  to  associate  myself  with  the  re¬ 
marks  of  my  distinguished  colleague. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  President,  the  statements  made  by 
the  two  Senators  from  Pennsylvania  have 
really  been  helpful  in  getting  all  the 
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facts  before  the  Senate  on  the  very  timely 
point  which  they  raise  as  to  an  important 
institution. 

A  part  of  our  position  with  reference 
to  striking  the  authorization  for  the  in¬ 
stallation  from  the  bill  was  the  uncer¬ 
tainty  of  the  medicare  program,  which 
is  going  to  have  to  be  settled  in  the  next 
few  days  in  the  major  defense  appro¬ 
priation  bill.  I  have  alluded  to  that 
somewhat  already. 

We  find  some  costs  are  running  $50  a 
day,  whereas  the  cost  in  the  Army  hos¬ 
pitals  is  only  $26  a  day.  We  thought 
this  matter  was  being  brought  to  a  head 
and  that  we  would  hold  up  authorization 
of  additional  hospitals  until  the  point 
was  cleared  up.  On  a  second  look,  any 
hospital  which  is  actually  needed  and 
in  which  the  population  of  patients  is 
not  likely  to  be  greatly  lessened  under 
the  medicare  program,  whatever  form 
the  program  takes,  we  would  not  hesi¬ 
tate  to  agree  to  in  conference.  This  hos¬ 
pital  will  be  considered  in  conference, 
and  I  can  assure  the  Senators  it  will 
have  additional  consideration  at  that 
time.  In  the  meantime,  the  statements 
the  Senators  have  made  have  been  help¬ 
ful,  and  we  expect  to  run  a  special  check 
as  to  the  porspects  of  permanent  need. 
We  do  not  want  to  build  another  instal¬ 
lation  at  a  place  where  the  patients  will 
go  to  private  physicians. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
further. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  had  in  mind  offering 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  which  would 
reinstate  the  item  of  $1,930,000  of  au¬ 
thorization  which  the  House  granted 
and  the  Senate  committee  struck  out. 

I  am  not  insensible  to  the  lack  of  much 
chance  of  having  such  an  amendment 
agreed  to  unless  my  good  friend  from 
Mississippi  is  willing  to  accept  such  an 
amendment,  and  of  course  I  realize  he 
cannot  accept  every  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  on  the  floor.  However,  I  should 
like  to  ask  the  Senator  the  direct  ques¬ 
tion:  Is  he  willing  to  accept  such  an 
amendment? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  committee  would 
not  want  to  accept  an  amendment  at 
this  point,  Mr.  President.  However,  as 
I  said,  we  can  certainly  assure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Pennsylvania  that  this  matter 
is  under  continuing  consideration.  We 
have  already  requested  that  the  services 
provide  an  additional  report  and  a  spe-  j 
cial  report  on  this  hospital,  with  consid¬ 
eration  to  be  given  to  the  idea  of  per¬ 
manence.  We  are  not  only  going  to  re¬ 
consider  the  matter,  but  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  going  to  have  a  pretty  strong  case. 
We  will  doubtless,  by  that  time,  I  think 
largely  on  this  floor,  have  determined 
the  medicare  program. 

Mr.  CLARK.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further  briefly? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CLARK.  In  view  of  the  com¬ 
ments  the  Senator  has  made,  I  hope  that 
when  the  bill  goes  to  conference  he  will 
have  an  open  mind,  as  I  am  sure  he  will, 
with  respect  to  the  arguments  which  I 
am  confident  will  be  proposed  by  the 
other  body  in  support  of  their  authoriza¬ 
tion. 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  may  be 
assured,  certainly,  speaking  for  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  and  I  think  for 
other  members  of  the  subcommittee,  as 
well  as  all  the  conferees,  that  that  will 
be  the  case. 

Mr.  CLARK.  My  distinguished  friend 
is  also  a  member  of  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations,  and  I  am  sure  in 
due  course  an  appropriation  bill  to  im¬ 
plement  the  authorization  bill  will  be 
before  the  Committee  on  Appropriations. 
It  is  my  understanding  that  because  of 
certain  procedural  difficulties  the  House 
appropriation  bill  does  not  include  even 
the  $374,000  which  the  Senate  author¬ 
ized. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  ask  my  good  friend 
whether  he  can  see  his  way  clear  to  tak¬ 
ing  a  pretty  strong  position  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Committee  on  Appropriations  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  Pennsylvania  at  least  that  much 
of  the  money,  so  badly  needed,  to  round 
out  a  very  important  installation 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  can  only  go  this  far  on  that 
question,  Mr.  President:  With  respect  to 
the  authorizations  we  are  recommend¬ 
ing  in  this  bill,  under  the  facts  before,  us, 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  would  ex¬ 
pect  to  favor  an  appropriation.  How¬ 
ever,  we  do  take  another  look  at  the  en¬ 
tire  picture,  of  course,  in  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations.  It  is  possible  that 
some  items,  including  those  of  interest  to 
the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania,  would 
fall  in  the  category  which  would  have  to 
be  deferred.  I  would  want  some  free¬ 
dom  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  CLARK.  My  only  hope  is  that 
when  my  good  friend  takes  his  look  at  the 
matter  it  will  be  with  his  usual  kindly 
disposition,  that  there  will  be  no  steel 
in  his  eye,  and  that  he  will  think  pretty 
hard  and  pretty  long  about  needs  of 
Carlisle  Barracks  for  the  money. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  always  pleased 
when  I  can  please  the  Senators  from 
Pennsylvania. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
was  one  of  my  early  guides  in  the  Senate 
in  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 
Whenever  I  want  to  ask  a  military  ques¬ 
tion  for  his  decision,  I  call  him  “Gen¬ 
eral,”  and  whenever  I  want  to  ask  for  a 
decision  on  a  senatorial  matter  I  call  him 
“Senator.” 

I  have  been  favored,  certainly,  with  the 
alertness  and  thoroughness  of  the  junior 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  in  the  pres¬ 
entation  of  matters  with  reference  to  his 
State.  The  Senator  makes  a  very  strong 
appeal  today.  We  will  give  the  matter 
a  second  look. 

Mr.  CLARK.  I  thank  my  friend  for 
yielding,  and  for  his  courtesy  in  consid¬ 
ering  this  item. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senate  for  the  consideration  and  at¬ 
tention  which  Senators  have  given  to  the 
bill.  I  hope  my  colleague,  the  Senator 
from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  will  be 
ready  to  proceed  in  a  moment. 

I  should  like  to  add  a  few  words  with 
reference  to  the  National  Guard  and  Re¬ 
serve  programs. 


RESERVE  COMPONENT  CONSTRUCTION 
REQUIREM  ENTS 

As  I  have  previously  indicated,  this 
year  for  the  first  time  the  annual  con¬ 
struction  bill  includes  authorizations  for 
both  the  active  forces  and  for  the  Re¬ 
serve  components.  By  Reserve  compo¬ 
nents  I  mean  the  Organized  Reserves 
and  the  Army  and  Air  National  Guard. 

The  bill  upon  which  the  committee 
took  testimony  in  this  field  was  s.  3863. 
Its  provisions  as  recommended  by  the 
committee  were  included  under  title  VI 
of  this  bill  and  a  description  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  actions  appears  on  page  58  and 
then  again  on  page  94. 

As  originally  presented,  S.  3863  con¬ 
tained  authorization  requests  in  the 
amount  of  approximately  $30  million,  di¬ 
vided  between  the  Navy  and  Marine 
Corps,  $11,892,000,  and  the  Air  Force 
Reserve  and  Air  National  Guard,  $18,- 
248,000. 

No  additional  authorizations  were  re¬ 
quested  for  the  Army  National  Guard 
and  the  Army  Reserve  because  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  indicated  that  there 
existed  a  carryover  in  the  fiscal  year 
1959  program  from  prior  year  authoriza¬ 
tions  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $45 
million.  The  inference  was  that  the  $45 
million  was  adequate  to  provide  con¬ 
struction  for  the  next  12  months.  The 
committee  took  exception  to  this  phi¬ 
losophy.  It  considers  that  the  National 
Guard  and  the  Organized  Reserve  are 
absolutely  essential  to  the  national  de¬ 
fense.  It  firmly  believes  that  our  Re¬ 
serve  components  must  be  provided  with 
adequate  armories  and  the  other  facil¬ 
ities  needed  for  their  training. 

Testimony  taken  last  year  indicated 
that  of  the  2,000  locations  where  Army 
Reserves  training  was  being  carried  out, 
a  little  better  than  500  were  considered 
adequate  and  that  the  Army  National 
Guard  had  a  requirement  for  800  addi¬ 
tional  facilities.  The  lack  of  request  for 
additional  Army  Reserve  and  National 
Guard  authorizations  is  most  surprising 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  committee 
is  informed  that  various  States  and  com¬ 
munities  have  already  made  available  ap¬ 
proximately  $35  million  as  their  contri¬ 
bution  toward  participation,  and  if  the 
Federal  Government  were  to  provide  its 
75 -percent  share,  there  would  need  to 
be  made  available  almost  $100  million 
more  in  authorizations  and  funds. 

Testimony  from  senior  National  Guard 
officials  indicated  a  dire  need  for  many 
new  National  Guard  armories.  At  the 
committee’s  request,  the  National  Guard 
Bureau  submitted  a  list  of  142  projects. 
The  Guard  Bureau  testified  that  these 
projects  were  in  accord  with  requests 
and  priorities  established  by  the  adju¬ 
tants  general  of  the  States  involved, 
and  that  State-matching  funds  and  sites 
were  already  available.  The  Guard  Bu¬ 
reau’s  letter  of  transmittal  also  indi¬ 
cated  that  these  projects,  both  armory 
and  nonarmory,  had  been  reviewed  for 
compliance  with  defense  criteria  and 
that  they  met  continuing  requirements 
in  accordance  with  the  new  forces  struc¬ 
ture  of  the  Army  National  Guard — that 


they  are  all  most  essential  and  eligible 
for  Federal  participation. 

As  a  result  the  committee  added  line 
item  projects  for  the  Army  National 
Guard  in  the  amount  of  approximately 
$23  million  and  for  the  Army  Reserve  in 
the  amount  of  approximately  $5  million. 

With  regard  to  the  previously  men¬ 
tioned  $45  million  carryover,  during  the 
course  of  the  hearings,  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Properties  and 
Installations,  by  letter  dated  June  18, 
1958,  furnished  the  committee  a  list  of 
projects  for  each  reserve  component 
showing  them  by  location,  type,  and  in¬ 
dicating  those  for  which  existing  au¬ 
thorizations  would  carry  over  into  fiscal 
year  1959.  This  list  appears  in  the 
printed  hearings  beginning  on  page  836. 

In  taking  the  action  to  add  the  line 
item  projects  for  the  Army  National 
Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve  mentioned 
previously,  we  want  to  make  completely 
clear  that  this  additional  authorization 
would  be  in  addition  to  projects  hereto¬ 
fore  approved  and  in  addition  to  those 
covered  in  the  carryover  list  conveyed 
by  Secretary  Bryant’s  letter  of  June  18. 
The  added  authorizations  recommended 
by  the  committee  are  not  intended  as  a 
priority  but  rather  as  a  supplement  to 
the  carryover  list. 

The  additions  to  the  Army  National 
Guard  portions  of  the  bill  to  those  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  National  Guard  Bureau 
because  these  were  stated  to  be  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  priority  selections  made  by 
the  Adjutants  General  of  the  various 
States  and  were  in  conformance  with 
defense  criteria. 

However,  in  order  to  assure  that  proj¬ 
ects  not  now  included  on  this  list  but 
which  might  become  eligible  prior  to  the 
submission  of  next  year’s  construction 
bill,  10  percent  flexibility  has  been  pro¬ 
vided  in  section  607  (b) . 

CONCLUSION 

I  invite  the  attention  of  the  Senators 
to  the  fact  that  the  committee  report 
contains  a  breakdown  by  State  and  by 
military  department.  The  State  break¬ 
downs  begin  on  page  102  of  the  report 
and  the  title  breakdown  by  department 
begins  with  title  I  of  the  Army  on  page 
61. 

In  many  instances  it  was  difficult  to 
make  decisions.  We  endeavored  to  re¬ 
view  each  problem  on  a  fair  and  impar¬ 
tial  basis.  The  committee  claims  no  in- 
fallability  but  hopes  that  it  has  exercised 
its  best  judgment,  bearing  in  mind  the 
requirements  of  national  defense. 

Without  further  detail,  Mr.  President, 
and  as  the  committee  report  is  before 
each  Member,  and  I  hope  adequate  to 
provide  information  of  the  specifics,  I 
will  now  be  happy  to  attempt  to  answer 
any  further  questions  that  my  colleagues 
may  have. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  express 
my  special  appreciation  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jack- 
son], 

Mr.  President,  the  Armed  Services 
Committee  recommends  the  bill  be  given 
favorable  consideration,  as  reported. 
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Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  to  me 
before  he  yields  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Tal- 
madge  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
should  like  to  ask  a  question  for  infor¬ 
mation.  I  have  appreciated  and  en¬ 
joyed  very  much  the  Senator’s  very  fine 
report.  I  should  like  to  offer  at  the 
proper  time  an  amendment  to  provide 
another  armory  in  the  Commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania.  Is  this  the  appropri¬ 
ate  time  to  offer  such  an  amendment? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  We  have  some  small 
committee  amendments  to  be  considered. 
I  think  those  amendments  should  be 
considered  first,  Mr.  President,  and  then 
amendments  from  the  floor  would  be  in 
order. 

Mr.  JACKSON.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  has  made  a  very  able  and  com¬ 
prehensive  presentation  of  the  pending 
measure.  I  see  no  need  to  review  the 
bill  as  a  whole. 

I  should  like  to  say,  however,  that  the 
able  chairman  of  our  subcommittee  and 
my  colleague  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Case],  who  is  unable  to  be  present  today 
because  of  official  business  elsewhere, 
together  with  the  professional  staff 
member.  Col.  Kenneth  BeLieu,  have 
made  a  real  contribution,  I  must  say,  in 
bringing  before  the  Senate  a  bill  which 
carries  out  the  established  military  pol¬ 
icy  of  the  United  States  and  at  the  saitie 
time  brings  about  some  reasonable  econ¬ 
omies. 

We  are  all  aware  that  military  ex¬ 
penditures  are  going  up.  The  Congress, 
particularly  the  Senate,  is  now  in  the 
process  of  adding  a  very  substantial  sum 
which  will  be  considered  shortly  in  con¬ 
nection  with  our  overall  defense  appro¬ 
priations. 

I  point  out  that  the  committee  has 
brought  about  reductions  totaling  about 
half  a  billion  dollars.  Tire  reductions, 
for  the  most  part,  represent  fat  that  we 
can  get  along  without.  The  bone  and 
the  muscle  are  in  the  bill.  We  have 
done  nothing  to  weaken  the  military 
posture  of  our  country.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  in  this  bill  we  have  provided  the 
necessary  military  construction  support 
to  carry  out  the  '  established  military 
policy  of  the  Nation. 

The  committee  report,  ably  prepared 
by  Colonel  BeLieu,  is  an  invaluable  bible 
of  infoi’mation,  essential  in  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  pending  measure. 

It  was  said  earlier  in  the  debate  that 
it  would  be  well  for  Members  of  the 
Senate  and  their  staffs  to  read  in  par¬ 
ticular  that  portion  of  the  committee 
report  beginning  on  page  10,  which  sets 
forth  the  military  policy  of  the  coun¬ 
try  and  gives  to  Members  of  the  Senate 
a  detailed  policy  statement,  which  is  so 
basic  to  an  understanding  of  the  bill 
before  us. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  Members  of 
the  Senate  to  the  fact  that  in  our  effort 
to  bring  about  as  great  a  saving  as  pos¬ 
sible  we  have  not  lost  sight  of  the  defense 
needs  of  the  country. 


I  read  from  page  55  of  the  report, 
beginning  near  the  bottom  of  the  page: 

The  committee  is  pleased  to  note  that  the 
experience  in  the  construction  field  indicates 
that  better  than  90  percent  of  all  contracts 
have  been  let  on  a  competitive-bid  basis; 
however,  it  feels  that  improvements  can  still 
be  made.  It  recognizes,  of  course,  that  under 
certain  classified  conditions  and  at  special 
overseas  locations  it  may  be  necessary  to 
resort  to  negotiated  contracts.  There  is  a 
grave  danger,  however,  that  negotiated  pro¬ 
cedures  may  result  in  excessive  costs  and  in¬ 
efficiency,  especially  when  adequate  super¬ 
vision  by  qualified  military  and  civilian  engi¬ 
neers  representing  the  Government  is  not 
constantly  maintained.  The  committee  par¬ 
ticularly  views  with  alarm  the  growing  trend 
to  let  huge  contracts  for  the  construction 
of  missile  facilities  on  a  negotiated  basis. 
The  use  of  package-type  contracts  for  design 
and  construction  activities  with  industrial 
manufacturers  could  well  result  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

(a)  Large  sums  of  appropriated  funds 
controlled  and  expended  as  the  contractor 
sees  fit. 

(b)  Excessive  concentration  of  vast  sums 
of  money  in  the  hands  of  a  single  con¬ 
tractor. 

(c)  Inadequate  or  no  supervision  of  the 
design  and  construction  by  qualified  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  Government. 

(d)  Competition  between  two  or  more 
military  services  for  resources,  materials, 
equipment,  and  personnel. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing,  section  506  of 
this  bill  repeats  the  language  contained  in 
previous  construction  bills  to  the  effect  that, 
insofar  as  possible,  contracts  under  this  act 
should  be  awarded  on  a  competitive  basis  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder.  In  addition, 
section  506  provides  that  contracts  which 
shall  be  executed  by  the  United  States  under 
this  act  shall  be  executed  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  and  the  supervision  of  the  Corps  of 
Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  or  the 
Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of 
the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  in 
special  cases  determines  otherwise. 

This  is  ah  area  in  which  we  can  save 
some  money.  It  has  been  the  policy  of 
the  subcommittee  to  watch  construc¬ 
tion  items  very  closely.  As  a  result  of 
the  vigilance  of  the  subcommittee,  mil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  have  been  saved  by  forc¬ 
ing  the  Department  of  Defense  to  let 
more  and  more  work  on  a  competitive 
bid  bases.  We  have  very  properly  given 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  the  neces¬ 
sary  flexibility  to  let  contracts  on  a  basis 
other  than  competitive  bid  in  special  in¬ 
stances  when  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the 
United  States  to  do  so,  for  reasons  of 
national  security  for  example. 

I  conclude  my  remarks  by  saying  that 
in  its  undertaking  we  have  tried  con^ 
scientiously  to  provide  the  bone  and  the 
muscle  to  support  the  established  mili¬ 
tary  policy  of  our  country,  and  at  the 
same  time  effectuate  the  savings  which 
the  people  of  the  country  have  a  right  to 
demand.  I  believe  that  our  savings  have 
been  reasonable,  and  I  know  that  they 
will  not  interfere  with  the  military  pos¬ 
ture  of  the  country. 

Mr.  BUSH.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
join  my  colleagues  who  have  compli¬ 
mented  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis],  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Jackson],  and  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  on  the 
splendid  report  which  they  presented  to 
the  Armed  Services  Committee,  and 


which  has'  become  the  report  of  that 
committee  to  the  Senate. 

Military  construction  has  become  a 
tremendous  enterprise.  It  is  a  bigger  en¬ 
terprise  than  it  has  ever  been  before,  al¬ 
though  perhaps  not  in  total  amount  of 
dollars,  which  is  approximately  $2,600 
million.  , 

This  report  this  year  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  bible  on  the  subject  of  United  States 
military  policy.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell] 
and  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  called  at¬ 
tention  to  the  discussion  of  the  United 
States  miiltary  policy  as  it  appears  in 
the  report.  I  believe  it  is  such  an  im¬ 
portant  outline,  and  would  be  of  so  much 
use  to  Members  of  the  Senate,  as  well 
as  to  the  many  thousands  of  people  who 
read  the  Congressional  Record,  that  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  out¬ 
line,  as  it  appears  in  the  report  from  the 
bottom  of  page  10  to  the  top  of  page  31, 
be  printed  in  the  Record  at  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  shall  certainly  support 
the  bill.  I  do  not  believe  we  have  any 
choice  at  this  time  except  to  support  it. 
Nevertheless,  I  am  staggered  by  the 
magnitude  of  the  future  expenditures 
which  are  contemplated  by  the  armed 
services.  For  example,  I  read,  at  page 
24  of  the  report: 

Witnesses  before  the  committee  have  indi¬ 
cated  that  if  all  the  defense  systems  cur¬ 
rently  being  contemplated  by  each  service 
were  to  be  established,  the  total  cost  would 
be  close  to  $8  billion  per  year  for  the  next  5 
years  and  $5  billion  annually  thereafter. 

Secretary  McElroy  has  stated,  “The  capital 
investment  already  made  in  this  continental 
air  defense  system  during  the  last  4(4  years 
exceeds  $13  billion.  The  cost  of  operation  is 
now  almost  $2  billion  a  year.”  Information 
in  the  committee  files  indicates  that  Secre¬ 
tary  McElroy’s  figures  may  be  on  the  low 
side.  Nevertheless,  they  serve  to  show  the 
order  of  magnitude. 

Therefore  I  feel  I  must  support  the 
proposed  legislation  with  a  heavy  heart. 
We  learned  from  the  discussion  this 
morning  that  the  overseas  payroll  alone 
of  our  military,  including  civilians  em¬ 
ployed  by  the  military,  amounts  to  $3*4 
billion  a  year.  That  is  only  the  payroll. 

We  now  hear  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
being  quoted  in  the  press  as  visualizing 
the  possibility  that  the  budget  for  mili¬ 
tary  affairs  alone  may  approach  the 
figure  of  $70  billion  in  the  not  far  distant 
future,  at  the  rate  we  are  going. 

Therefore  we  must  look  at  the  bill  and 
at  the  whole  military  situation  today 
with  apprehension  and  with  a  very 
heavy  heart.  As  I  think  of  these  matters, 
I  am  minded  to  look  at  the  figures  of  the 
Federal  budgetrin  1933,  1934,  and  1935, 
and  to  put  them  in  the  Record  at  this 
point,  by  way  of  contrast.  The  total 
budget  of  the  United  States  in  1933  was 
$5,100,000,000;  in  1934,  $9,900,000,000;  in 
1935,  $4  y2  billion.  We  may  contrast 
these  figures  with  the  figures  we  are 
talking  about  now,  when  we  have  a 
budget  of  approximately  $80  billion. 

I  note  from  the  press  service  tickers 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  today. 
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before  a  House  committee,  has  revised 
his  estimate  of  the  deficit  we  face  in  the 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1959  to  $12  billion. 
We  go  merrily  on,  with  an  apparent  lack 
of  concern  for  this  terribly  serious  situa¬ 
tion. 

I  do  not  believe  any  other  government 
in  the  world  would  dare  face  its  people 
with  a  deficit  of  the  proportions  which 
our  Federal  Government  faces  this  year. 
No  town,  no  city,  no  State  in  the  United 
States  would  dare  face  its  people  with 
proportions  such  as  those  which  a  $12- 
billion  deficit  poses  in  our  whole  expendi¬ 
ture  program.  This  points  up  the  need 
for  the  Members  of  the  Senate,  as  well 
as  the  Members  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  to  give  thought  between  now 
and  the  convening  of  another  Congress 
as  to  what  we  shall  do  about  this  finan¬ 
cial  situation,  when  the  Federal  deficit 
is  approaching  really  desperate  propor¬ 
tions  for  the  people  of  the  United  States. 

These  figures- certainly  suggest  that 
one  of  three  alternatives  must  be  fol¬ 
lowed.  First,  we  must  make  a  sharp 
cutback  in  Federal  expenditures  other 
than  military  expenditures — a  most  un¬ 
likely  event,  judging  from  the  record 
made  in  the  present  session,  I  am  sorry 
to  say.  Or  we  must  face -the  possibility 
of  substantially  increased  taxes,  which 
I  fear  also  will  be  regarded  as  politically 
inexpedient  and  highly  improbable.  Or 
we  must  face  indefinitely  an  unbalanced 
budget,  which  carries  with  it  hidden  tax¬ 
ation  in  the  form  of  inflation.  This  will 
rob  the  poor  people  of  the  country  far 
more  than  a  tax  increase  could  possibly 
affect  them.  This  should  be  a  matter 
of  very  serious  concern  to  all  those  who 
live  upon  fixed  incomes,  whether  they 
be  teachers,  preachers,  civil  servants,  or 
whatever  other  occupation  they  may 
follow.  It  would  be  a  matter  of  very 
serious  proportions,  concerning  which  at 
a  later  time  in  this  week  or  before  the 
session  ends  I  intend  to  have  consider¬ 
ably  more  to  say. 

My  approval  of  the  bill  goes  with  a 
heavy  heart  and  a  sense  of  real  appre¬ 
hension,  because  I  feel  we  are  becoming 
very  rash  and  unguided  in  the  way  we 
attempt  to  manage  the  affairs  of  the 
people  of  the  United  States. 

I  think  what  I  have  said  points  up 
the  need  for  an  item  veto,  which  has 
been  before  Congress  repeatedly,  but 
which  Congress  will  not  accept.  It  points 
up  the  need  for  a  single  appropriation 
bill,  which  has  been  sponsored  by  the 
distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Vir- 
gina  [Mr.  Byrd]  and  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges].  It  points  up  the  need  for 
the  passage  of  the  accrued  expenditure 
appropriation  bill,  H.  R.  8002,  which  is 
now  on  the  Senate  Calendar  and  which, 
I  understand,  was  under  discussion  dur¬ 
ing  the  morning  hour.  Although  I  was 
not  in  the-  Chamber,  I  understand  the 
majority  leader  gave  some  assurance  that 
it  would  be  brought  before  the  Senate. 
I  hope  it  will  be,  because  I  think  we 
have  reached  the  time  when  we  should 
consider  every  possible  measure  which 
may  afford  us  some  relief  in  dealing  with 
what  I  consider  to  be  a  desperately  bad 
financial  situation. 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  did  not 
hear  the  number  of  the  bill  to  which 
the  Senator  referred. 

Mr.  BUSH.  H.  R.  8002,  the  accrued 
expenditure  appropriation  bill,  which  I 
understood  was  under  discussion  earlier 
today.  I  was  not  here  then.  ' 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  would  not 
want  the  Record  to  show  that  I  gave 
any  assurance  that  the  bill  would  be 
brought  before  the  Senate.  It  has  just 
been  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations  by  a  divided  vote.  The  com¬ 
mittee  felt  the  bill  violated  some  of  the 
rules  of  the  Senate.  I  stated  that  I  would 
refer  the  bill  to  the  policy  committee 
for  a  determination  of  what  their  recom¬ 
mendation  will  be. 

Mr.  BUSH.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Texas.  I  hope  the  policy  committee  will 
give  the  Senate  a  chance  to  act  on  the 
bill. 

/  Exhibit  1 

United  States  Military  Policy 

Predicated  on  a  basic  national  policy  of 
nonaggression  supported  by  the  belief  that 
a  sound  economy  is  essential  to  the  se¬ 
curity  of  the  free  world,  it  can  be  stated 
that  the  military  policy  of  the  United 
States  consists  of  four  basic  interrelated  and 
mutually  supporting  concepts.  The  fore¬ 
going  represents  in  the  committee’s  mind 
a  general  and  broad  resume  of  the  sum  total 
of  the  various  policies  enunciated  by  senior 
defense  officials  in  statements  before  this 
committee  over  the  past  several  years  and 
focalized  during  hearings  this  year.  It  is 
quite  obvious  to  the  committee  that  all 
military  personnel  and  senior  civilian  offi¬ 
cials  with  the  Department  of  Defense  do  not 
agree  amongst  each  other  as  to  the  relative 
importance  of  these  four  areas.  In  fact,  each 
service  seems  to  place  its  own  unilateral 
measurement  upon  each  one.  Nevertheless, 
it  is  clear  to  the  committee  that  these  are 
the  prime  concepts  upon  which  the  various 
services  are  basing  their  requirements  for 
forces.  They  are: 

(1)  Warning  (because  the  enemy  can  be 
expected  to  move  first) . 

(2)  Retaliation  (an  offensive  strike  capa¬ 
bility  second  to  none  in  the  event  of  an 
enemy  attack) . 

(3)  Defense  (either  100  percent  or  suffi¬ 
cient  to  deter  attack  and  protect  retalia¬ 
tion  forces) . 

(4)  Limited  war  capability  (that  capa¬ 
bility  sufficient  to  handle  brush  fires  or  to 
move  strategically  in  sufficient  time  and  with 
adequate  force  to  avoid  the  loss  of  vital 
strategic  areas  and  if  possible  to  prevent  the 
outbreak  of  general  war) . 

This  bill  contains  authorizations  designed 
to  meet  certain  construction  requirements 
relative  to  the  above.  Obviously  a  single 
bill  cannot  satisfy  all  of  these  requirements. 
While  certain  specific  details  are  classified, 
it  is  possible  to  discuss  many  of  the  salient 
ones. 

WARNING  CONCEPT 

All  witnesses  appeared  convinced  that  we 
must  establish  and  maintain  the  best  pos¬ 
sible  warning  system.  Otherwise  the  ad¬ 
herence  to  a  policy  of  nonaggression  could 
prove  fatal,  especially  in  an  era  where  re¬ 
action  time  is  at  a  premium.  The  committee 
emphatically  concurs  in  this  concept.  The 
warning  systems  must  be  attuned  not  only 
to  the  military  requirements  of  threat  from 
manned  boiiibers,  ballistic  missiles  and  sub¬ 
marines,  but  also  to  international  diplomatic 
and  political  threats.  The  basic  military 
warning  systems  consist  of: 
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DEW  line 

The  distant  early  warning  (DEW)  line  is 
designed  to  flash  instant  warning  to  a  joint 
Canadian-United  States  combat  operations 
center  located  at  Colorado  Springs,  Colo. 
This  headquarters  is  called  the  North  Amer¬ 
ican  Air  Defense  Command  (NORAD) .  It  is 
designed  to  be  effective  against  manned 
bombers  and  cruise  type  missiles,  but  it 
cannot  presently  cope  with  intercontinental 
ballistic  missiles.  It  consists  of  a  string  of 
radar  stations  stretching  from  Point  Barrow, 
Alaska,  in  the  west  to  Baffin  Island  in  the 
east  and  then  with  eastward  and  westward 
extensions  into  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific 
Oceans,  respectively. 

Title  III  (Air  Force)  contains  an  authori¬ 
zation  request  in  the  amount  of  $25  million 
for  the  eastward  extension. 

The  program  to  establish  a  distant  early 
warning  (DEW)  line  resulted  from  the 
consideration  of  many  studies,  official  and 
unofficial,  of  what  was  needed  for  the  early 
detection  of  an  air  attack  upon  the  United 
States.  The  specific  recommendation  that 
the  United  States  establish  a  DEW  line  came 
from  the  Lincoln  Summer  Study  Group, 
which  met  in  the  summer  of  1952  to  dis¬ 
cuss  and  study  air  defense  problems.  This 
group,  composed  of  scientists,  engineers,  and 
military  personnel,  recommended  that  a 
line  be  established  across  extreme  northern 
Alaska  and  Canada  to  (1)  make  surprise 
attack  most  difficult:  (2)  improve  active 
and  passive  defensive  capabilities:  (3) 
minimize  disruptive  disorganization  upon 
attack;  and  (4)  make  possible  the  concept 
of  effective  “defense  in  depth.’’ 

Following  the  summer  study  group  recom¬ 
mendations,  presentations  on  concepts 
were  made  to  high  level  Government 
agencies.  As  a  result,  the  Air  Research  and 
Development  Command  of  the  Air  Force 
was  given  responsibility,  in  late  1952,  for 
developing  techniques.  In  this  program, 
the  Air  Research  and  Development  Com¬ 
mand,  with  Western  Electric  Co.  as  a  prime 
contractor,  constructed  and  tested  a  proto¬ 
type  facility  in  the  United  States. 

In  1954,  Western  Electric  Co.  was  given  a 
prime  contract  to  prepare  an  outline  plan 
and  systems  engineering  study  for  a  warning 
system  in  the  Arctic,  and  to  proceed  with 
the  architectural  work  and  plans  for  im¬ 
plementing  the  entire  project.  Nineteen 
hundred  and  fifty-four  is  considered  as  the 
date  when  the  active  portion  of  the  project 
to  implement  DEW  line  began;  the  initial 
portion  became  operational  in  mid-1957. 

The  Air  Force  has  increased  the  scope  of 
the  original  project  to  provide  for  eastern 
and  western  extensions  of  the  now  opera¬ 
tional  center  portion.  Land-based  radars  in 
Alaska  and  along  the  Aleutian  Islands  are 
being  improved,  installed,  and  integrated 
into  the  system  to  provide  an  extended  ca¬ 
pability.  Also,  in  order  that  the  North 
American  portion  may  be  tied  into  NATO 
early  warning  systems,  the  United  States  is 
extending  the  line  to  the  east.  The  Air 
Force  also  has  active  plans  to  modernize  it 
with  newer  equipment  in  order  to  keep  it 
abreast  of  the  increasing  capabilities  of 
modern  aircraft. 

DEW  line,  coupled  with  associated  air¬ 
borne  early  warning  aircraft  and  picket 
ships,  should  provide  for  prompt  warning 
of  an  attack  on  the  United  States  by  air- 
breathing  vehicles,  such  as  the  manned 
bomber  and  cruise  type  missiles  such  as  the 
SNARK. 

While  the  DEW  line  in  its  present  config¬ 
uration  will  not  provide  early  warning  of 
an  ICBM  attack,  this  will  not  negate  its  use¬ 
fulness  for  many  years  to  come.  The  line  will 
be  a  necessary  part  of  our  air  defense  sys¬ 
tem  as  long  as  a  potential  enemy  has  the 
capability  of  launching  an  attack  by  manned 
bombers  and  cruise-type  missiles.  Present 


No.  129 - 7 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


14234 


July  30 


indications  are  that  such  a  situation  could 
exist  many  years  into  the  future.  Further, 
the  DEW  line  is  a  valuable  aid  to  navigation 
our  own  and  friendly  aircraft  in  the  areas 
covered;  this  can  continue  indefinitely. 

The  Air  Force  states  that  tests  of  the 
DEW  line  recently  conducted  prove  it  is 
performing  within  or  better  than  design 
capability.  It  is  hoped  that  it  will  never 
have  to  be  used  for  its  intended  purpose; 
but  if  it  is,  it  will  be  there. 

The  Air  Force  states  that  the  programed 
construction  costs  for  DEW  line  through 
fiscal  year  1959  are  as  follows: 

DEW  line  (main) _ $297,  900,  000 

DEW  line  (west) _  40,000,000 

DEW  line  (east) _  45,000,000 

The  above  figures,  however,  do  not  ac¬ 
curately  portray  all  the  totals  involved.  It 
has  been  estimated  that  the  ultimate  cost 
of  DEW  line  will  be  in  excess  of  $1  billion 
and  that  its  annual  operating  cost  will  be 
around  $200  million. 

Mid-Canada  line 

DEW  line  is  backed  up  by  the  mid-Canada' 
line,  a  radar  chain  extending  across  Canada 
at  the  latitude  of  approximately  55°  north. 
It  is  essentially  a  radar  fence  consisting  of 
gap-filler  radars  (unmanned)  that  have  the 
capability  of  warning  of  aircraft  penetration. 
These  stations  cannot,  however,  determine 
direction  or  speed. 

PINE  TREE  line 

Extending  roughly  along  the  United 
States-Canadian  border  is  the  PINE  TREE 


line,  an  Integrated  warning,  tracking,  and 
ground  controlled  electronic  system  which 
can  direct  interceptors  to  enemy  aircraft 
traversing  the  area. 

Aircraft  control  and  warning 

While  DEW  line  is  designed  to  provide  the 
warning  of  penetration  by  enemy  forces 
around  the  perimeter  where  it  has  been  con¬ 
structed,  it  is’  backed  up  and  supported  by 
aircraft  control  and  warning  stations  located 
throughout  the  United  States,  Alaska,  and 
Canada.  A  total  of  $125,239,000  is  included 
in  the  bill  for  these  stations.  The  largest 
increment  of  this  warning  and  control  pro¬ 
gram  is  for  the  first  phase  of  the  programed 
radar  improvements.  This  package  prin¬ 
cipally  provides  facilities  at  primary  radar 
sites  in  the  United  States  for  the  installation 
of  high  powered  systems  and  long-range 
radars  to  provide  a  frequency  diversity  ca¬ 
pability  in  the  warning  system.  This  is  de¬ 
signed  to  improve  identification  capabilities 
as  well  as  decrease  enemy  capabilities  to  ef¬ 
fectively  utilize  electronic  countermeasures 
against  our  radars.  The  construction  in¬ 
volved  in  this  type  of  radar  improvement 
consists  primarily  of  the  procurement  and 
installation  of  enclosed  radar  towers  and  pro¬ 
vision  of  large  quantities  of  electric  power 
for  operation  of  the  newer  high  powered 
radars. 

Several  new  installations  are  included 
within  this  category.  They  are  as  follows: 


Department 

Name  of  installation 

Location 

Purpose 

Air  Force . 

Do . . 

Do . 

Do . . 

Do _ _ 

Do. 

Sundance  Air  Force  Station . 

Union  Oitv  Air  Force  Station . 

Hastings  Air  Force  Station. . 

Pickstown  Air  Force  Station . 

Lompoc  Air  Force  Station _ 

P-81a. . . . . . . . - 

Sundance,  Wyo . . 

Union  City,  rfenn _ 

Hastings,  Nebr . . 

Lake  Andes,  S.  Dak _ _ 

Lompoc,  Calif . . . 

Dallas  Center,  Iowa _ 

Aircraft  control  and  warn 
ing  radar  station. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Gap  filler  radar  site. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do. 

Do 

Alpena,  Mich . 

Do... 

P-66b . . . . . 

Fibre,  Mich _  _ 

Do... 

Grand  Marais,  Mich...  ... 

Do.. . 

P-67b . . . . 

Richlands  Center,  Mich _ 

Marblehead,  Ohio _ 

Do... . 

P-20c . . . . . . . . 

Do... 

P-3  lb . . . . 

Brooks,  Wis.  . . . 

Do... 

P-31d . . 

Ballistic  missile  detection  system 
While  this  bill  contains  no  new  request 
for  the  construction  of  ballistic  missile  de¬ 
tection  facilities,  the  fiscal  year  1958  supple¬ 
mental  bill  authorized  $189  million  for  3  sites. 
Inasmuch  as  ballistic  missiles  may  have  a 
trajectory  as  high  as  400  to  700  miles,  the 
radar  stations  to  be  established  at  these  sites 
must  have  ranges  of  several  thousand  miles. 
It  is  estimated  that  stations  planned,  because 
of  their  requirement  for  maximum  power  and 
other  highly  complicated  electronic  gear, 
would  cost  close  to  a  billion  dollars. 

All  of  these  previously  mentioned  systems 
(DEW  line,  mid-Canada  line,  PINE  TREE 
line,  ballistic  missile  detection  system)  are 
to  be  closely  integrated  in  the  hope  they 
will  detect  enemy  aircraft  and  missiles  in 
sufficient  time  to  permit  our  own  offensive 
and  defensive  forces  to  go  into  action  before 
an  attack  reaches  home. 

RETALIATION  CONCEPT 

Strategic  Air  Command 
Currently  the  Strategic  Air  Command  in 
the  Air  Force  is  the  principal  element  of  our 
retaliatory  forces.  All  construction  costs 
pertaining  to  the  Strategic  Air  Command 
cannot  be  readily  identified  in  this  bill  be¬ 
cause  in  many  instances  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  would  utilize  bases  other  than  its 
own  such  as  Air  Defense  Command  facilities. 

However,  the  total  program  in  the  bill 
directly  attributed  to  the  Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand,  is  close  to  $200  million.  Although 


operational  missiles  are  entering  into  our 
weapons  inventory  and  promise  tremendous 
additions  to  our  military  capabilities,  our 
main  offensive  punch  is  still  contained  in  the 
manned  bomber  forces  of  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  with  its  fleets  of  heavy  jet  bomb¬ 
ers,  the  B-52’s,  and  the  medium  jet  bombers, 
the  B-47’s. 

The  Soviets  possess  the  advantage  of  initia¬ 
tive  and  surprise.  Therefore,  the  Air  Force 
must  be  capable  of  maintaining  its  strategic 
offensive  force  in  the  highest  possible  state 
of  readiness  with  the  least  possible  vulner¬ 
ability  to  attack,  and  from  which  it  can  re¬ 
act  rapidly  upon  receipt  of  tactical  warning. 

SAC's  capability  to  launch  its  strike  force 
in  the  event  of  a  surprise  attack  is  depend¬ 
ent  upon  four  basic  factors:  (1)  Warning; 
(2)  alert  facilities;  (3)  dispersal;  and  (4) 
personnel.  For  each  of  these  factors,  the 
availability  of  sufficient  and  proper  facilities 
is  a  vital  element  in  the  attainment  of  the 
required  degree  of  capability. 

B-52  facilities  and  dispersal:  To  reduce 
the  vulnerability  and  increase  the  response 
capability  of  the  heavy  bomber  force,  the  Air 
Force,  in  fiscal  year  1957,  initiated  a  program 
to  disperse  the  programed  33  B-52  squadrons 
on  the  Ipasis  of  a  single  squadron  per  base. 
At  that  time,  11  bases,  which  had  been  the 
homes  for  the  11  B-36  wings,  were  available 
for  adaption  for  use  by  the  B-52’s.  Each 
of  these  11  bases  has  been  adapted,  with 
some  necessary  additional  construction,  to 


the  requirements  for  1  B-52  squadron  plus 
associated  tankers. 

The  fiscal  year  1957  construction  program 
provided  construction  at  11  additional  ex¬ 
isting  Air  Force  bases,  increasing  the  total 
B-52  bases  programed  to  22.  In  the  basic 
fiscal  year  1958  construction  program,  5  more 
existing  bases  were  expanded  and  adapted, 
making  a  total  of  27  B-52  bases.  The  fiscal 
year  1958  supplemental  program,  approved 
by  the  committee  last  winter  contained  the 
first  increment  of  construction  to  adapt  an 
additional  6  existing  bases  which  would  pro¬ 
vide  the  total  33  bases  needed  for  B-52 
squadron  dispersal  and  their  associated  KC- 
135  jet  refueling  tanker  aircraft. 

The  fiscal  year  1959  construction  program 
contains  approximately  $66  million  for  ad¬ 
ditional  facilities  which  will  substantially 
complete  current  requirements  for  full  dis¬ 
persal  of  the  33  B-52  squadrons. 

It  has  also  been  the  objective  of  the  Air 
Force  to  disperse  the  medium  bombers  on 
the  basis  of  a  single  wing  per  base.  Under 
present  plans,  the  medium  bomber  force  will 
be  located  on  20  bases  at  the  end  of  fiscal 
year  1961.  Construction  of  one  of  the  bases, 
Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wis.,  was  initi¬ 
ated  with  funds  provided  last  year.  This 
program  contains  $13.2  million  to  provide  a 
second  increment  of  construction. 

SAC  tanker  relocation:  In  the  fiscal  year 
1958  supplemental  program,  authorization 
and  funds  were  provided  for  construction 
which  would  permit  the  relocation  of  KC-97 
tanker  refueling  squadrons  from  southern 
bases  in  the  United  States  to  locations  in 
northern  areas  from  which  they  can  operate 
without  delay  in  support  of  strike  missions 
by  the  B— 47  medium  bombers.  Against  a 
current  requirement  to  relocate  11  KC-97 
squadrons,  the  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental 
program  provided  the  first  increment  of  fa¬ 
cilities  for  9  squadrons  on  8  existing  bases. 

The  fiscal  year  1959  program  contains  ap¬ 
proximately  $33  million  for  additional  short 
lead-time  items  for  the  first  9  squadrons  and 
for  the  facilities  needed  to  relocate  a  second 
squadron  on  1  of  the  first  8  bases,  increasing 
to  10  the  number  of  squadrons  relocated  out 
of  the  11 -squadron  requirement. 

Construction  is  also  included  in  this  au¬ 
thorization  bill  for  relocation  of  the  11th 
Squadron  at  Brunswick,  Maine.  This  will 
permit  the  Air  Force  to  deploy  a  KC-97 
squadron  at  an  existing  naval  installation 
on  a  tenant  basis,  and  in  accordance  with  a 
joint-use  agreement. 

Alert  facilities;  The  advent  of  an  enemy 
ICBM  threat  dictates  the  necessity  for  capa¬ 
bility,  after  initial  warning,  of  a  15-minute 
response  by  the  SAC  forces  to  insure  their 
ability  to  survive  and  strike  back.  Under 
this  objective,  it  is  planned  that  one-third 
of  the  SAC  forces  will  be  maintained  on  con¬ 
tinuous  alert.  The  achievement  of  this 
capability  requires  construction  of  special 
facilities  at  the  SAC  bases. 

Construction  of  base  facilities  which  di¬ 
rectly  contribute  to  such'  an  alert  capability 
was  initiated  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  mili¬ 
tary  construction  program.  This  initial  con¬ 
struction  consisted  only  of  the  provision  of 
a  certain  portion  of  the  aircraft  parking 
apron  in  an  alert  configuration  on  those 
bases  expanded  for  the  dispersal  of  the  heavy 
bomber  squadrons  where  an  additional  park¬ 
ing  apron  was  needed.  Following  this  prin¬ 
ciple,  alert  parking  areas  were  provided  at  7 
heavy  bomber  bases  by  the  fiscal  year  1957 
MCP  and  at  5  more  heavy  bomber  bases 
by  the  fiscal  year  1958  MCP. 

In  addition  to  alert  aircraft  parking  areas, 
ready  crew  and  security  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
porting  utilities  are  needed  for  full  alert 
capability.  The  fiscal  year  1958  supplemen¬ 
tal  program  authorized  the  first  sizable  con¬ 
struction  increment  for  SAC  alert,  with  $24.6 
million  provided  for  construction  of  the  first 
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ready  crew  and  alert  facilities  as  well  as 
alert  pavements  at  additional  bases  for  both 
medium  bombers  and  heavy  bombers. 

The  $80.9  million  included  in  this  re¬ 
quest  for  alert  facilities  together  with  cer¬ 
tain  alert  facilities  provided  as  part  of  the 
dispersal  package,  provides  short  lead-time 
items  on  certain  bases  where  projects  requir¬ 
ing  longer  times  for  construction  were 
started  in  prior  years’  construction  programs. 
In  addition,  it  provider  the  full  alert  con¬ 
struction  requirement  at  bases  where  no 
long  lead-time  construction  is  necessary. 
This  fiscal  year  1959  alert  package  substan¬ 
tially  completes  the  construction  needed  for 
achievement  of  tljo  15-minute  response  capa¬ 
bility  as  currently-planned,  except  for  air¬ 
craft  shelters  in  northern  areas,  for  which 
the  requirement  has  not  been  finally 
determined. 

Other  strategic  facilities:  The  remaining 
$25.3  million  under  the  strategic  heading  in¬ 
cludes  various  operational  and  support  fa¬ 
cilities  at  overseas  locations  from  which 
SAC  units  will  operate  or  through  which 
they  will  stage  in  wartime  operations  and 
at  which  they  conduct  peacetime  maneuvers 
and  rotation  training  missions.  In  addition, 
this  package  provides  special  ordnance  stor¬ 
age  facilities  at  SAC  bomber  bases  in  the 
United  States. 

Complete  cost  estimates  for  SAC  to  date 
were  not  available.  It  is  estimated  that  ap¬ 
proximately  one-third  of  the  Air  Force 
budget  for  fiscal'  year  1958  and  fiscal  year 
1959  is  devoted  to  SAC.  _ 

Ballistic  missiles 

In  the  basic  fiscal  year  1958  and  prior 
years’  programs,  authorization  was  provided 
for  research,  test,  and  training  facilities  at 
various  locations  for  both  the  interconti¬ 
nental  and  intermediate  range  ballistic  mis¬ 
siles  and  to  develop  the  first  operational  site 
for  the  Atlas  ICBM  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base, 
Calif.,  and  to  initiate  construction  of  a  sec¬ 
ond  operational  site  for  the  Atlas  ICBM  at 
Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo. 

The  Atlas  program  has  been  accelerated 
by  means  of  the  fiscal  year  1958  supple¬ 
mental  construction  authorization  which 
Congress  approved  earlier  fn  this  session. 
That  construction  program  accelerated  the 
completion  date  for  the  first  operational  site 
at  Cooke  and  the  operational  facilities  for 
the  first  squadron  at  Warren  Air  Force  Base. 
The  authorization  provided  by  the  fiscal 
year  1958  supplemental  program  also  has 
been  applied  to  the  construction  of  facilities 
for  additional  Atlas  squadrons. 

It  had  been  planned  originally,  under  the 
fiscal  year  1958  supplemental,  to  construct 
additional  facilities  at  Warren  Air  Force 
Base  for  Atlas  squadrons  prior  to  proceeding 
with  construction  at  additional  sites.  How¬ 
ever,  upon  completion  of  the  planning  for 
these  facilities,  it  was  found  that  the  con¬ 
struction  activity  which  would  be  involved 
at  Warren,  was  of  such  magnitude  that  it 
could  not  be  efficiently  or  economically  ac¬ 
complished  and  that  completion  of  opera¬ 
tional  facilities  for  these  squadrons  would 
be  delayed.  It  was  determined,  therefore, 
that  to  provide  a  greater  number  of  opera¬ 
tional  Atlas  sites  at  earlier  dates,  it  was 
necessary  to  initiate  construction  at  addi¬ 
tional  sites.  Under  this  plan,  facilities  are 
being  provided  simultaneously  at  Warren  Air 
Force  Base,  Wyo.;  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Nebr.;  and  Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Wash. 

The  largest  package  in  the  strategic  portion 
of  this  fiscal  year  1959  construction  program 
provides  $165.9  million  for  ballistic  missiles. 
This  amount  includes  authorization  for  con¬ 
struction  of  operational  Atlas  facilities  at 
one  additional  location,  not  yet  firmly  se¬ 
lected,  and  support  facilities  for  both  the 
previously  programed  and  the  new  Atlas  site. 
It  also  includes  authorization  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  hardened  facilities  for  the  Titan 
ICBM.  In  addition,  the  fiscal  year  1959  pro¬ 


gram  provides  for  construction  of  operational 
facilities  for  the  intermediate  range  ballistic 
missile  at  overseas  locations  and  for  test  and 
training  facilities  for  both  the  ICBM  and  the 
IRBM  at  Cooke  Air  Force  Base. 

Other  strategic  missiles:  $29.6  million  are 
included  in  the  program  for  strategic  missiles 
other  than  the  ballistic  type.  This  package 
contains  facilities  for  the  Hounddog  and  the 
Quail  air-to-surface  missiles  carried  by  the 
Strategic  Air  Command  B-47  and  B-52 
bombers  to  provide  them  with  greater  pene¬ 
tration  capability.  The  package  also  provides 
facilities  in  the  United  States  for  the  Goose 
which  is  a  surface-to-surface  air-breathing 
missile  with  an  intercontinental  range.  Fa¬ 
cilities  for  the  Goose  missile  also  were  au¬ 
thorized  in  fiscal  year  1958. 

Snark 

Also  in  the  Strategic  Air  Command  arsenal 
is  the  air-breathing  intercontinental  missile 
Snark  which  is  capable  of  carrying  nuclear 
warheads  against  distant  targets  with  great 
accuracy.  The  first  Snark  unit  has  already 
been  activated  and  is  in  the  process  of  being 
manned  and  equipped.  The  first  Snark  mis¬ 
sile  base  is  being  constructed  at  Presque 
Island,  Maine.  No  new  funds  were  requested 
in  this  year’s  bill  for  Snark  facilities.  The 
committee  strongly  questions  this  apparent 
diminishing  of  Snark’s  importance  for  the 
committee  has  become  convinced  that  the 
addition  of  further  Snark  squadrons  to  our 
arsenal  is  highly  desirable. 

Navy  contribution  to  retaliatory  forces 

It  might  well  be  said  that  the  entire  fleet 
at  sea  constitutes  a  most  important  segment 
of  this  Nation’s  strike  capability.  It  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  distinguish  between  categories  of  the 
Navy’s  capabilities  due  to  the  extreme  flexi¬ 
bility  and  mobility  inherent  in  modern  naval 
forces.  Especially  worth  mentioning  is  the 
Polaris  missile  being  developed  by  the  Navy 
which  gives  great  promise  of  becoming  one 
of  the  decisive  yreapons  in  the  history  of 
warfare.  Certain  funds  are  included  in  the 
bill  for  the  construction  -of  Polaris  facilities; 
the  details  are  classified.  It  is  the  commit¬ 
tee’s  view,  however,  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  could  well  have  requested  addition¬ 
al  authorizations  for  this  weapon.  It  sin¬ 
cerely  hopes  that  Department  of  Defense 
will  provide  the  Navy  with  the  highest  prior¬ 
ity  in  the  development  of  Polaris  and  will 
remove  any  obstacles  which  might  prevent 
the  earliest  possible  deployment  of  the  Po¬ 
laris  system  in  an  operational  configura¬ 
tion. 

Jupiter 

While  Jupiter  is  an  Army-developed 
weapon,  its  operational  assignment  has  been 
given  to  the  Air  Force.  It  has  similar  charac¬ 
teristics  to  the  Thor.  Jupiter’s  success  to 
date  indicates  that  it  apparently  can  be  fully 
operational  in  the  immediate  future.  The 
committee  notes  with  interest  and  some  con¬ 
cern,  the  duplication  of  effort  between  Jupi¬ 
ter  and  Thor.  It  can  understand  the  need 
for  some  duplication  in  research  and  develop¬ 
ment.  It  cannot  condone  duplication  in  op¬ 
erational  deployments.  The  committee  cer¬ 
tainly  hopes  the  Secretary  of  Defense  will,  if 
this  type  of  duplication  is  imminent,  make 
a  decision  based  on  the  relative  merits  of  the 
two  weapons  and  not  on  the  understandable 
service  pride  in  authorship. 

DEFENSE  CONCEPT 

All  weapons  systems  can  rightly  be  cata¬ 
loged  in  certain  of  their  applications  as  sup¬ 
porting  the  concept  of  defense.  In  this  re¬ 
port  the  committee  directed  itself  only  to 
those  which  pertain  to  the  continental  air 
defense  field. 

Under  the  command  of  the  North  American 
Air  Defense  Command  (NORAD),  Colorado 
Springs,  Colo.,  there  are  assigned  approxi¬ 
mately  200,000  Americans  and  Canadians 
along  with  nearly  2,000  aircraft  and  hun¬ 
dreds  of  antiaircraft  weapons.  Predicated 
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upon  the  Information  flashed  to  NORAD  by 
the  warning  system,  the  NORAD  command 
control  system  depends  upon  the  semiauto¬ 
matic  ground  environment  system  (SAGE) 
and  related  facilities  as  a  medium  of  control¬ 
ling  and  coordinating  its  various  weapons. 

SAGE 

The  SAGE  (semiautomatic  ground  envi¬ 
ronment)  system,  under  present  plans,  in¬ 
volves  the  construction  of  technical  and 
support  facilities  for  36  SAGE  centers  (com¬ 
puters)  for  29  SAGE  sectors  (locations) . 
SAGE  centers  1  through  26  have  been  con¬ 
structed  or  initiated  with  authorizations 
provided  in  the  fiscal  year  1958  supplemental 
and  prior  construction  programs.  The  fiscal 
year  1959  authorization  request  includes 
$41.1  million  for  technical  facilities  for 
SAGE  centers  27  through  31,  support  facil¬ 
ities  for  centers  previously  authorized,  and 
communications  facilities  at  various  radar 
sites  to  tie  their  operation  into  the  auto¬ 
matic  features  of  the  SAGE  system.  It  is 
estimated  that  the  SAGE  system  will  even¬ 
tually  cost  approximately  $1  billion  and 
require  approximately  $400  million  for  its 
annual  operation. 

Joint  manual  direction  centers:  $16.9  mil¬ 
lion  are  included  in  the  program  to  provide 
the  Air  Force  portion  of  a  joint  Army-Air 
Force  operated  missile  defense  center  sys¬ 
tem  inside  the  United  States.  Present  plans 
call  for  a  number  of  centers  in  this  system, 
also  known  as  the  Missile  Master,  with  the 
Air  Force  being  the  host  at  some  centers, 
and  the  Army  being  the  host  at  the  other 
centers. 

This  authorization  request  will  provide 
technical  and  support  facilities  at  the  Air 
Force  locations  and  technical  facilities  only 
at  the  Army  locations. 

Fighter  interceptors 

There  are  approximately  70  squadrons  of 
Air  Force  interceptors  of  25  planes  each  as¬ 
signed  to  NORAD.  These  consist  of  the 
F-100  series  fighters  with  the  old  F-86  Sabre- 
jet  and  the  Lockheed  F-94  Starfire  being 
gradually  phased  out  as  newer  planes  are 
deployed.  No  specific  overall  cost  estima¬ 
tion  of  the  fighter-intercepter  effort  is  avail¬ 
able  at  the  time  of  this  printing.  However, 
set  out  below  are  certain  cost  estimations 
from  which  some  conclusions  can  be  drawn. 

[In  millions] 

One  fighter-interceptor  squadron 

*  INITIAL  INVESTMENT 


Aircraft  and  spare  parts _ $40.  0 

Equipment _  .  3 

Facilities _ 25.  0 

Training _ :  8.  0 


Total _ j/ _  73.  3 

ANNUAL  COSTS 

Pay  and  personnel _  $5.  0 

Equipment  replacement _  2. 0 

Supply _  3.  0 

POL _  .  5 


Total _ ; _  10.  5 


The  committee  has  been  informed  that  in 
all  likelihood  certain  of  the  fighter-inter¬ 
ceptor  squadrons  will  be  phased  out  as 
Bomarc  is  deployed. 

Bomarc  ( IM-99 ) 

Bomarc  is  a  surface-to-air  long-range  in¬ 
terceptor  guided  missile  of  supersonic  speed 
designed  to  operate  at  high  altitudes. .  It  is 
produced  by  Boeing  Aircraft  Co.  It  launches 
vertically  and  cruises  on  twin  ramjet  en¬ 
gines  at  a  speed  faster  than  sound.  It  is 
guided  by  the  latest  available  electronic 
systems.  Bomarc  has  been  successfully 
tested  in  a  series  of  firings  from  Patrick 
Air  Force  Base,  Fla.,  against  high-flying 
drone  aircraft  over  the  ocean.  The  Bo- 
marc’s  range  should  enable  it  to  destroy 
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enemy  planes  at  a  far  greater  distance  than 
any  other  missile  assigned  to  NORAD. 

Ninety-two  million  dollars  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  Bomarc  sites  is  included  in  the 
Air  Force  request  (originally  this  amount 
was  $122  million  but  the  Air  Force  revised 
its  estimates).  Construction  of  facilities  for 
this  missile  was  initiated  in  the  fiscal  year 
1958  construction  program  at  four  loca¬ 
tions:  McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  N.  J.;  Suf¬ 
folk  County  Air  Force  Base,  N.  Y.;  Otis  Air 
Force  Base,  Mass.;  and  Dow  Air  Force  Base, 
Maine.  The  fiscal  year  1959  request  will  add 
facilities  at  10  additional  locations:  Niagara 
Falls  Municipal  Airport,  N.  Y.;  Ethan  Allen 
Air  Force  Base,  Vt.;  Kinross  Air  Force  Base, 
Mich.;  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minn.; 
Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Va.;  Truax  Field, 
Wis.;  Paine  Air  Force  Base,  Wash.;  Camp 
Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oreg.;  Travis  Air 
Force  Base,  Calif.;  and  Cooke  Air  Force 
Base,  Calif. 

The  committee  estimates  that  if  the 
Bomarc  system  is  developed  as  currently  en¬ 
visaged,  it  may  cost  as  much  as — if  not  more 
than — $6  billion. 

Army  air  defense  command 

The  Army’s  structure  within  the  North 
American  Air  Defense  Command  is  the  sec¬ 
ond  largest  Army  combat  command  in  the 
world.  It  has  been  stated  that  approxi¬ 
mately  7  to  10  percent  of  the  entire  Army 
effort  is  devoted  to  this  activity.  The  basic 
weapons  assigned  or  soon  to  be  assigned  to 
Army  units  are  the  Nike  family  (Ajax,  Her¬ 
cules,  Zeus,  and  Hawk) . 

Nike-Ajax 

Named  after  Nike,  the  Greek  goddess  of 
Victory,  the  Nike-Ajax  is  a  supersonic  sur¬ 
face-to-air  missile  designed  to  intercept  and 
destroy  enemy  aircraft  or  air-breathing  mis¬ 
siles.  It  is  the  only  fully  operational  sur¬ 
face-to-air  missile  system  in  the  free  world 
today.  It  uses  a  command  guidance  system 
employing  one  radar  to  track  the  target  and 
another  to  track  the  missile.  A  computer  re¬ 
ceives  data  from  the  radar  and  calculates  the 
commands  required  to  bring  the  Nike  into 
interceptor  course. 

Approximately  60  battalions  of  Ajax  are 
now  deployed  around  -key  industrial  and 
highly  populated  strategic  areas.  Ajax  is  a 
missile  about  20  feet  long  and  1  foot  in  dia¬ 
meter;  uses  a  solid  propellant  booster  and  a 
liquid  sustaining  motor.  There  are  approxi¬ 
mately  100  officers  and  men  in  a  Nike  battery. 

Nike  is  being  superseded  and  replaced  in 
part  by  Nike-Hercules. 

Nike-Hercules 

This  is  a  further  improvement  on  the  orig¬ 
inal  Ajax.  It  is  a  similar  type  missile  and  de¬ 
signed  in  similar  type  proportions.  Its  range 
and  other  operational  characteristics  are 
considerably  better  than  Ajax,  however.  It  is 
a  dart-shaped  missile,  27  feet  long,  assisted 
by  a  14)4  -foot-long  booster.  It  uses  solid 
propellant  throughout.  It  can  carry  an 
atomic  warhead.  It  is  produced  through  the 
combined  efforts  of  Army  Ordnance  Corps, 
Western  Electric  Co.,  the  Bell  Telephone  Lab¬ 
oratories,  and  the  Douglas  Aircraft  Co.,  to¬ 
gether  with  essential  subcontractors. 

If  th^  Nike  (Ajax  and  Hercules)  systems 
are  developed  in  accordance  with  certain 
existing  plans,  the  committee  estimates  that 
the  combined  total  cost  will  be  in  the  neigh¬ 
borhood  of  $6  billion. 

Hawk 

This  is  a  missile  designed  to  reinforce  the 
low-altitude  capability  of  our  defense  sys¬ 
tem.  It  is  the  only  weapon  capable  of  a  low- 
altitude  defense  currently  being  placed  in  in¬ 
ventory.  Hawk  is  also  a  supersonic  surface- 
to-air  guided  missile  with  exceptionally  high 
rate  of  fire  and  very  short  reaction  time. 
It  is  designed  not  only  to  meet  static  situa¬ 
tions  but  also  deployment  with  tactical  field 
forces. 


It  uses  solid  propellent,  Is  approximately 
16  feet  long  and  14  inches  in  diameter.  The 
Raytheon  Manufacturing  Co.,  of  Massachu¬ 
setts,  is  the  prime  contractor  with  Northrup 
Aircraft,  of  California,  as  the  major  subcon¬ 
tractor.  ^ 

Missile  Master 

Important  to  the  control  and  operation 
of  previously  mentioned  antiaircraft  missiles 
is  the  Missile  Master,  which  is  a  combination 
of  electronic  computing  equipment  designed 
to  coordinate  large  numbers  of  surface-to- 
air  projectiles.  By  electronic  means  it  con¬ 
verts  target  location  to  usable  data  and 
transmits  rapidly  changing  information  in¬ 
stantaneously  to  the  various  controlling 
locations. 

As  stated  before,  this  year’s  construction 
authorization  bill  originally  contained  in 
the  Army  title  a  little  better  than  $137  mil¬ 
lion  for  facilities  incident  to  the  Nike-Ajax 
and  Hercules,  Hawk,  and  Missile  Master. 

Zeus 

The  Army  has  been  assigned  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  developing  the  anti-ballistic-mlssile 
missile.  When  developed,  it  is  contemplated 
that  it  will  be  deployed  around  key  installa¬ 
tions  both  military  and  civil.  Zeus  is  part 
of  the  Nike  family. 

This  bill  contains  a  requeslffor  authoriza¬ 
tions  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $30 
million.  It  is  estimated  that  perhaps  the 
Zeus  system  will  cost  on  the  order  of  $4  to 
$5  billion  when  finally  deployed  and  oper¬ 
ational. 

As  can  be  seen  by  the  foregoing,  the 
effort  and  resources  the  country  is  putting 
into  continental  defense  systems  is  tremen¬ 
dous  and  a  little  bit  frightening.  If  all  sys¬ 
tems  are  fully  developed  and  deployed,  it 
would  not  be  illogical  to  assume  we  might 
well  find  certain  installations  defended  by 
fighter  interceptors,  Bomarc,  Nike-Ajax, 
Nike-Hercules,  Hawk,  and  Nike-Zeus,  with 
their  attendant  Sage  and  Missile  Master 
controlling  systems. 

The  committee  has  become  increasingly 
concerned  over  this  potential  duplication. 
While  it  compliments  those  who  have  de¬ 
veloped  these  systems,  for  their  ingenuity 
and  dedication,  it  does  not  believe  that  all 
are  essential.  The  committee  is  especially 
concerned  about  the  heavy  deployment  of 
missiles  requiring  stockpiles  of  nuclear  war¬ 
heads  immediately  adjacent  to  heavy  centers 
of  population.  It  can  understand  the  need 
to  insure  the  protection  of  military  bases 
where  strike  forces  are  stationed;  it  cannot 
understand  the  heavy  concentration  in  in¬ 
dustrial  and  heavily  populated  centers  with 
the  attendant  publicity  implying  that  the 
deployment  of  these  weapons  at  such  loca¬ 
tions  constitutes  no  hazard  and  provides 
complete  security  from  attack. 

Duplication  of  air  defense  weapons  systems 

Tire  committee  is,  and  has  been  for  some 
time,  greatly  concerned  about  the  possible 
duplication  of  weapons  systems  and  their 
attendant  excessive  costs  and  waste  of  effort. 
As  can  be  seen  by  the  preceding  paragraphs, 
the 'weapons  in  existence  and  being  devel- 
-oped  for  the  defense  of  the  continental 
United  States  are  many  and  varied.  Two 
years  ago,  in  the  fiscal  year  1957  military 
construction  authorization  bill,  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  presented  with  requests  for  au¬ 
thorizations  pertaining  to  construction  of 
facilities  for  Nike-Ajax  and  Talos  ground-to- 
air  missiles.  The  Ajax  was  to  be  used  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  Army’s  point  defehse  re¬ 
sponsibilities,  and  the  Talos  was  part  of  the 
Air  Force  area  defense  mission.  At  that 
time,  the  committee  in  its  report,  stated: 

“The  committee  concluded  that  both  the 
Army  and  the  Air  Force  are  assigned  over¬ 
lapping  roles  and  missions  in  the  antiaircraft 
and  continental  air  defense  fields.  While  the 
Air  Force  views  its  mission  as  one  of  area 
defense,  and  the  Army  views  its  as  perimeter 


or  point  defense,  it  is  clear  that  a  definite 
and  urgent  need  exists  for  the  Department 
of  Defense  to  quickly  and  positively  clarify 
the  specific  responsibility  of  each  service. 
The  committee  believes  that  unless  concise 
responsibilities  are  assigned,  duplication  of 
weapons  systems  costing  in  the  multibillion 
dollar  range  might  result,  and  that  such 
duplication  would  obviously  be  too  costly  as 
well  as  inexcusable  from  the  military  stand¬ 
point.’’ 

The  committee  then  denied  the  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  establishment  of  Talos  sites  and 
called  upon  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  make 
a  determination.  Subsequently  in  his 
memorandum  of  November  26,  1956,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  assigned  Talos  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army. 

The  committee  took  the  action  of  denying 
the  authorization  for  Talos  not  because  it  be¬ 
lieved  that  Talos  was  an  ineffective  weapon; 
on  the  contrary,  testimony  indicated  that  it 
gave  promise  of  being  ideally  suited  for  a  role 
in  the  air  defense  system.  Tire  committee 
felt  then  as  it  does  now  that  Congress  should 
not  be  called  upon  to  make  a  determination 
between  the  relative  merits  of  weapons  sys¬ 
tems  each  of  which  was  strongly  supported 
by  its  developers;  that  this  was  a  respon¬ 
sibility  that  should  be  accepted  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense. 

In  May  1958,  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  received  the  following  letter  from  the 
Department  of  the  Army  with  reference  to 
the  future  production  of  Talos: 

May  2,  1958. 

Hon.  Richard  B.  Russeix, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Armed  Services, 
United  States  Senate. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  conformance  with 
the  Department  of  the  Army’s  policy  to  keep 
you  and  the  members  of  your  committee  in¬ 
formed  of  Army  affairs,  it  is  desired  to  ac¬ 
quaint 'you  with  actions  being  taken  con¬ 
cerning  the  land  based  Talos  missile. 

Based  on  the  review  and  decision  of  higher 
authority  not  to  employ  the  land  based  Talos 
system  due  to  budgetary  limitations,  it  be¬ 
came  necessary  for  the  Army  to  terminate  the 
Talos  production  contract  with  RCA  yester¬ 
day,  May  1,  1958. 

While  this  action  results  in  termination  of 
the  manufacture  of  Talos  land  based  systems, 
the  production  of  certain  components,  basic¬ 
ally  computers  and  tracking  radars,  will  be 
continued  for  utilization  in  the  research  and 
development  areas  on  other  Army  programs. 

Remaining  in  effect  between  RCA  and  the 
Army  is  the  contract  to  complete  evaluation 
of  the  Talos  land  based  system.  This  evalua¬ 
tion  is  being  performed  on  the  R.  &  D.  model 
installed  at  White  Sands  Proving  Ground. 

Sincerely, 

J.  H.  Michaelis, 

Major  General,  GS, 

Chief  of  Legislative  Liaison. 
Even  though  qualified  witnesses  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  committee  had  stated  that 
“Talos  ranks  with  the  best  in  air  defense 
systems.  This  country  needs  all  it  can  buy”, 
the  decision  has  now  been  reached  that  Talos 
is  no  longer  required.  Yet  had  the  commit¬ 
tee  authorized  the  funds  requested  in  the 
fiscal  year  1957  military  construction  author¬ 
ization  bill,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  Talos 
site  would  now  be  established  adjacent  to 
Nike-Ajax  installations. 

Now  a  similar  situation  apparently  exists 
with  regard  to  Nike-Hercules  and  Bomarc. 
The  same  arguments  exist  regarding  point 
and  area  defense.  A  glance  at  the  classified 
deployments  projected  for  these  missiles  indi¬ 
cates  that  in  many,  many  instances  it  is 
planned  to  locate  each  in  the  same  area  for 
the  purpose  of  defending  the  same  installa¬ 
tion.  The  committee  has  reviewed  this  sub¬ 
ject  most  thoroughly — not  only  in  this  ses¬ 
sion  but  also  during  the  2  preceding  years. 
Each  service  has  defended  its  own  program 
with  honest  vigor  and  conviction — yet  it  is 
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most  obvious  to  the  committee  that  the  Army 
and  the  Air  Force  continue  to  have  overlap¬ 
ping  responsibilities  in  the  air  defense  missile 
field — and  that  their  respective  programs 
duplicate  each  other. 

The  committee  does  not  intend  to  imply 
that  complete  defense  measures  should  not 
be  taken  for  certain  specified  areas;  but 
defense  of  the  fortress  or  fixed  position  type 
can  be  carried  to  far,  especially  if  the  costs 
incident  to  the  defensive  system  in  any  man¬ 
ner  reduces  the  capacity  of  the  strike  forces. 
In  fact,  such  a  policy  could  well  be  fatal 
militarily  and  equally  if  not  more  important, 
from  the  economic  standpoint. 

In  classified  briefings,  overlays  shown  of 
existing  and  planned  defensive  systems  in- 
dicate  the  eventual  deployment  of  at  least 
four  systems  superimposed  upon  each  other 
and  blanketing  thd"  entire  continent.  While 
each  system  has  its  own  special  character¬ 
istics,  these  overlays  clearly  indicate  areas  of 
overlap  where  one  system  might  well  per¬ 
form  the  function  of  its  neighbor.  Each  of 
these  systems  is  estimated  to  cost  in  excess 
of  $3  to  $4  billion  (some,  as  shown  before, 
as  high  as  $6  billion).  Granted,  these  plans 
and  proposed  programs  have  not  all  received 
official  OSD  or  JCS  approval.  Nevertheless, 
the  committee’s  experience  is  that  such  pro¬ 
grams  have  a  habit  of  being  approved  by 
default  through  the  medium  of  piecemeal 
submission  on  an  annual  basis  without  re¬ 
gard  to  the  accumulation  of  long-range  con¬ 
tingent  liabilities.  (In  fact,  the  committee 
suspects  that  in  some  instances  where  the 
JCS  cannot  agree  on  duplicating  systems,  it 
slightly  reduces  each  in  scope  and  proceeds  to 
develop  both.) 

It  is  the  committee’s  firm  and  unanimous 
opinion  that  decisions  must  be  made  to  elim¬ 
inate  duplication  otherwise  the  annual  cost 
of  the  defense  budget  will  require  increases 
beyond  all  reasonable  proportions. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Neil  McElroy  indi¬ 
cated  his  thoughts  concerning  future  De¬ 
fense  budgets  as  shown  in  the  following  ex¬ 
cerpts  from  the  published  record  of  his 
press  conference  held  on  June  19,  1958,  at 
Quantico,  Va. : 

“Mr.  Norris  (Washington  Post) .  Could 
you  indicate  what  size  that  budget  is? 
There  have  been  some  reports  that  it  would 
go  up  tremendously. 

“Secretary  McElroy.  Well,  there  has  been 
no  approval  of  the  budget  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  as  a  whole. 

“Mr.  Norris.  I  mean  the  future  trend. 

“Secretary  McElroy.  Well,  you  mean  how 
high  it  could  ultimately - 

“Mr.  Norris.  There  have  been  reports  that 
it  would  go  up  to  60  or  70  billion  within  a 
decade  if  you  continued  with  the  size  of 
forces  and  all  the  programs. 

“Secretary  McElroy.  I  think  that  could 
well  be. 

“Mr.  Norris.  You  think  that  could  be? 

“Secretary  McElroy.  Yes,  I  do. 

“Mr.  Norris.  Does  that — does  the  study 
show  that? 

“Secretary  McElroy.  No;  we  haven’t  gone 
that  far.  In  fact,  I  don’t  think  there  is 
much  use  really  in  making  a  projection  for 
10  years  ahead  with  technological  advances 
proceeding  as  they  do.  That  figure  of  60  or 
70  is  in  my  opinion  a  pretty  breezy  figure, 
but  I  can  tell  you  that  it  Wouldn’t  be  diffi¬ 
cult  for  that  kind  of  addition  to  have  to  be 
required  if  we  continue  with  the  size  forces 
we  have.” 

,  The  committee  feels  that  major  policy 
decisions  must  be  made  immediately  in  or¬ 
der  to  establish  how  far  the  country  should 
go  in  developing  fixed  defenses. 

Last  year,  the  committee  stated;  “The 
committee  requests  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
to  take  vigorous  action  to  insure  that  only 
those  systems  are  approved  and  maintained 
that  fit  in  with  the  overall  strategic  doc¬ 
trine  *  *  The  committee  feels  that  it 
is  again  pertinent  to  quote  from  Henry  Kis¬ 


singer’s  article  in  Foreign  Affairs  magazine 
of  April  1957,  entitled  “Strategy  and  Or¬ 
ganization”: 

“In  the  absence  of  a  generally  understood 
doctrine,  all  actions  will  of  necessity  prove 
haphazard;  conflicting  proposals  will  com¬ 
pete  with  each  other  without  an  effective 
basis  for  their  resolution.  Each  problem, 
as  it  arises,  will  seem  novel  and  energies  will 
be  absorbed  In  analyzing  its  nature  rather 
than  in  seeking  solutions.  Our  services  will 
find  it  impossible  to  make  a  meaningful 
choice  among  the  mass  of  the  new  weapons 
with  which  their  research  and  development 
programs  will  soon  overwhelm  them.  We 
will  continue  to  cede  the  initiative  to  others 
and  our  course  will  become  increasingly 
defensive.” 

Witnesses  before  the  committee  have  in¬ 
dicated  that  if  all  the  defense  systems  cur¬ 
rently  being  contemplated  by  each  service 
were  to  be  established  the  total  cost  would 
be  close  to  $8  billion  per  year  for  the  next 
5  years  and  $5  billion  annually  thereafter. 

Secretary  McElroy  has  stated,  “The  capital 
investment  already  made  in  this  continental 
air-defense  system  during  the  last  4 y2  years 
exceeds  $13  billion.  The  cost  of  operation 
is  now  almost  $2  billion  a  year.”  Informa¬ 
tion  in  the  committee  files  indicates  that 
Secretary  McElroy’s  figures  may  be  on  the 
low  side.  Nevertheless,  they  serve  to  show 
the  order  of  magnitude. 

Defense  versus  offense 

It  can  be  argued  that  “the  country  can 
never  have  enough  defense”  and  that  dupli¬ 
cation  of  weapons  systems  is  not  really  dupli¬ 
cation,  but  provides  necessary  flexibility. 
The  committee  takes  strong  objection  to 
this  point  of  view.  It  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  best  defense  is  still  a  strong  offense. 

Gen.  Carl  von  Clausewitz,  writing  around 
1812,  lists  in  his  Principles  of  War  certain 
general  principles  for  defense.  Principle 
No.  6  states,  in  part: 

“The  fundamental  principle  is  never  to 
remain  completely  passive,  but  to  attack  the 
enemy  frontally  and  from  the  flanks  even 
while  he  is  attacking  us.” 

And  again :  “The  art  of  entrenchment  *  *  * 
shall  serve  the  defender  not  to  defend  him¬ 
self  more  securely  behind  a  rampart,  but 
to  attack  the  enemy  more  successfully. 
This  idea  should  be  applied  to  any  passive 
defense.” 

In  his  principle  No.  7,  von  Clausewitz  states 
in  the  first  sentence; 

“This  attack  from  a  defensive  position  can 
take  place  the  moment  the  enemy  actually 
attacks  or  while  he  is  still  on  the  march.” 

The  second  paragraph  of  his  principle 
No.  13  states; 

“If  you  remember  *  *  *,  the  few  defen¬ 
sive  battles  that  have  ever  been  won,  you 
will  find  that  the  best  of  them  have  been 
conducted  in  the  spirit  of  the  principles 
voiced  here.  For  it  is  the  study  of  the  his¬ 
tory  of  war  which  has  given  us  these 
principles.” 

Too  great  a  defensive  psychology  can  only 
result  in  a  Maginot-line  concept.  Defensive 
operations,  in  the  opinion  of  the  committee, 
should  not  be  hampered  by  the  absence  of 
initiative  which  the  committee  believes  is 
inherent  in  fixed  positions.  The  Maginot 
line  proved  this.  In  the  committee’s  opinion 
that  a  100-percent  defensive  psychology  is  a 
will-o’-the-wisp  which  has  led  nations  com¬ 
mitted  to  it,  to  defeat  or  bankruptcy  or 
general  war.  We  must  certainly  provide  ade¬ 
quate  defense  for  our  striking  or  retaliatory 
forces,  but  we  must  establish  our  true  de¬ 
fense  on  mobility,  dispersal,  striking  power, 
and  more  important,  diplomatic  and  mili¬ 
tary  policies  designed  to  prevent  war;  such 
cannot  be  divorced  from  economic  stability. 

In  writing  in  1949,  Dr.  Vannevar  Bush,  in 
Modern  Arms  and  Free  Men,  had  this  to  say 
on  defense  in  a  period  of  atomic  stalemate: 
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“If  at  that  time  we  tried  to  make  our  sit¬ 
uation  utterly  immune  we  should  certainly 
lose  the  race,  for  to  seek  utter  immunity 
would  tike  all  of  our  resources  for  that  pur¬ 
pose  alone,  and  even  then  complete  im¬ 
munity  would  probably  not  be  attainable. 
It  will  take  resolution  and  calm  thinking  to 
hew  to  the  line  if  that  time  comes.  It  will 
take  a  highly  effective  system  of  national 
military  planning,  a  far  better  one  than  we 
have  now.” 

He  further  states: 

“The  important  points  are,  first,  that  we 
should  never  become  so  obsessed  with  a  de¬ 
fense  system  as  to  invite  disaster  by  relying 
upon  it  to  the  detriment  of  retaliatory  strik¬ 
ing  power,  and  second,  that  such  defensive 
measures  as  we  take  should  be  employed 
against  specific,  real  threats  and  undertaken 
with  proper  timing.” 

COMMITTEE  ACTION 

In  light  of  the  foregoing,  the  commit¬ 
tee  has  concluded  we  must  place  greater  em¬ 
phasis  on  our  striking  power  and  limited- 
war  capabilities.  We  must  make  decisions  to 
eliminate  duplication  in  defensive  weapons 
systems,  and  the  defensive  weapons  systems 
which  we  retain  should  not  be  designed  in 
the  futile  attempt  to  obtain  100-percent  de¬ 
fense  but  rather  to  insure  the  security  of  our 
striking  capability.  The  committee  has  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  it  is  not  alone  in  this  phi¬ 
losophy.  Many  witnesses  appearing  before 
the  committee  on  other  subjects  have  so  in¬ 
dicated  in  response  to  questioning  by  com¬ 
mittee  members.  When  Gen.  Carl  Spaatz 
appeared  before  the  full  committee  on  July 
9,  in  response  to  a  request  to  testify  on  the 
Defense  reorganization  plan,  the  following 
colloquy  took  place: 

“Senator  Stennis.  Now,  going  to  another 
subject  of  yours  here,  you  mentioned  these 
different  weapons  systems  being  stacked  on 
top  of  one  another,  particularly  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Nike  group  and  Bomarc. 

“We  have  before  us  now  the  military  con¬ 
struction  bill.  General,  that  has  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Budget  Bureau  and  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  that 
carries  with  it  the  additional  Nike  sites,  ad¬ 
ditional  installations  for  that  weapon,  those 
batteries,  and  also  the  Bomarc,  which  is  a 
related  missile. 

“It  is  similar,  as  you  know,  to  what  Talos 
was  at  one  time. 

“I  personally  think  they  ought  to  make  a 
choice  between  those  weapons,  but  I  have  a 
layman’s  attitude,  not  knowing  anything 
about  the  military  and  I  don’t  want  to  sit  in 
judgment  on  matters  from  a  military  stand¬ 
point. 

“But  the  Secretary  of  Defense  now  clearly 
has  the  authority,  does  he  not,  to  make  those 
choices,  and  hasn’t  he  by  virtue  of  the  fact 
that  he  has  already  approved  both  of  them? 

“General  Spaatz.  I  would  like  to  comment 
on  that  in  this  way:  That  if  I,  as  a  military 
man,  would  take  those  overlays  and  arrange 
these  forces  so  there  would  be  the  minimum 
of  duplication  and  the  most  effective  possi¬ 
bility  of  use  of  all  the  weapons  systems  in¬ 
volved,  that  the  rearrangement  would  result 
in  quite  a  few  military  installations  in  the 
United  States  being  cut  out. 

“Senator  Stennis.  We  had  this  up  and  it 
is  going  into  large  sums  of  money  and  we 
had  it  up  last  year  and  the  year  before  and 
the  various  departments  just  stood  toe  to  toe 
and  said  both  systems  were  necessary,  and  it 
looked  like  duplication  to  us  and  we  put  out 
warning  signs,  but  didn’t  feel  that  we  were 
the  ones  to  be  the  final  judges. 

“That  was  Talos  and  Nike  and  now  Talos 
has  passed  out  of  the  picture  but  Bomarc 
has  come  in  and  the  question  is  still  vir¬ 
tually  the  same  as  to  which  one  is  going  to 
be  used. 

“General  Spaatz.  Yes. 

“Senator  Stennis.  And  they  both  run. 
along  together. 
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"General  Spaatz.  Yes,  sir.  Of  course,  that 
is  a  decision  that  must  be  made  in  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense.” 

Admiral  Radford  on  the  same  date,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  similar  questions,  had  this  to  say. 
In  part: 

“Admiral  Radford.  I  hesitate  to  call  my¬ 
self  up  to  date  on  it.  After  all,  I  have  been 
retired  for  nearly  a  year.  But  I  would  say 
that  the  subjects  you  have  been  discussing 
here  today,  the  continental  defense  of  the 
United  States,  is  a  field  that  has  concerned 
me  for  a  long  time. 

"I  think  that  we  have  made  plans  that 
have  become  outmoded,  but  there  is  a  great 
reluctance  to  change  the  plans  or  to  elimi¬ 
nate  something.” 

The  committee  has,  therefore,  taken  the 
following  action: 

It  will  be  remembered  that  $137  million 
or  39  percent  of  the  Army’s  authorization 
request  pertains  to  construction  of  facilities 
for  Nike-Hercules,  Hawk,  and  Missile  Mas¬ 
ter;  and  that  $92  million  of  the  Air  Force 
program  pertains  to  Bomarc.  The  committee 
has  deleted  these  two  amounts  from  titles  I 
and  III  of  the  bill,  respectively,  and  has 
added  the  sum  of  $183  million  to  title  IV. 
This  results  in  a  reductipn  of  the  combined 
total  request  for  Nike-Hercules,  etc.,  and 
Bomarc  by  20  percent,  and  authorizes  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  construct  for  the 
Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force  such  defense  missile  sites 
as  he  deems  essential  for  the  proper  security 
of  the  Nation. 

The  20  percent  reduction  was  taken  from 
the  sum  of  the  $137  million  Army  figure  and 
the  $92  million  Air  Force  on  the  basis  that 
it  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  imme¬ 
diate  and  tangible  savings  can  be  effected  in 
this  area  if  a  decision  is  made — as  the  com¬ 
mittee  expects. 

When  Secretary  McElroy  appeared  before 
the  full  committee  on  the  reorganization 
bill,  he  was  questioned  on  this  subject.  He 
answered  in  part,  stating: 

“Referring  to  the  continental  defense  pic¬ 
ture  which  I  have  asked  to  be  evaluated  by 
the  Weapons  System  Evaluation  Group, 
which  is  the  group  of  scientists  who  advise 
the  Joint  Chiefs  and  the  Secretary.  And 
this  also  has  to  do  with  a  group  of  systems 
which  appear  to  overlap  in  the  continental 
defense  picture.” 

The  committee  also  notes  with  interest 
that  Secretary  McElroy  in  the  minutes  of 
the  press  conference  held  at  Quantico,  Va., 
on  Thursday,  June  19,  1958,  indicated  that 
this  was  an  area  where  decisions  had  to  be 
reached. 

The  committee  expects  him  to  make  a 
choice.  The  committee  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  adoption  of  one — with  the  resultant 
increased  emphasis  on  it — while  discarding 
another,  could  have  the  twofold  effect  of 
strengthening  both  our  economy  and  our 
military  posture. 

In  taking  this  action,  the  committee  em¬ 
phasizes  that  it  is  not  establishing  the  prece¬ 
dent  of  making  all  authorizations  or  appro¬ 
priations  directly  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  simply 
carrying  out  prerogatives  of  Congress  rela¬ 
tive  to  its  right  to  authorize  and  appropriate 
in  specified  areas.  Nor  should  this  action  be 
taken  to  indicate  in  any  manner  that  the 
committee  believes  that  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  does  not  already  possess  sufficient 
authority  to  make  decisions  in  this  field. 
In  fact,  during  the  reorganization  hearings, 
Secretary  McElroy  was  asked  the  following 
question  (pertaining  to  the  Nike,  Talos 
matter) :  *  *  Why  would  it  take  so  long 

to  get  a  decision,  and  does  this  illustrate  the 
kind  of  authority  you  were  talking  about 
needing?” 

Secretary  McElroy  replied: 

"I  think  it  is  something  of  an  illustration 
although  that  authority,  in  my  judgment 
remains  with  the  Secretary  under  the  pre¬ 
vious  legislation.” 


Nevertheless,  it  is  clear  that  a  final  deci¬ 
sion  has  not  been  reached,  and  the  commit¬ 
tee  takes  this  action  as  a  method  of  focusing 
the  problem  and  in  underlining  its  belief 
that  Congress  should  not  be  called  upon  to 
determine  the  relative  merits  of  competing 
military  weapons  systems. 

In  authorizing  the  status  of  the  Advanced 
Research  Projects  Agency  (ARPA)  and  rec¬ 
ommending  in  this  bill  that  ARPA  be  au¬ 
thorized  $50  million  for  construction  of 
facilities  pertaining  to  new  weapons  systems, 
the  committee  is  further  strengthened  in 
the  philosophy  that  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  must  make  the  decisions  on  new  sys¬ 
tems  before  they  are  presented  to  Congress. 
It  might  be  said  that  Hercules  and  Bomarc 
are  not  new  systems.  Yet  testimony  taken 
by  the  committee  indicates  that  Defense 
officials  when  they  say  “new  systems,”  refer 
to  missiles  and  other  recent  developments 
not  considered  as  belonging  in  the  conven¬ 
tional  field.  The  following  are  extracts  from 
the  transcript  of  the  committee’s  hearings 
on  the  reorganizational  bill : 

“Chairman  Russell.  A  provision  to  the  bill 
gives  the  Secretary  of  Defense  the  authority 
to  assign  or  to  reassign  to  one  or  more  de¬ 
partments  or  services  the  development  and 
operational  use  of  new  weapons  and  weapons 
systems.  Would  you  construe  that  proviso 
as  an  inferential  limitation  on  your  present 
authority  or  other  authority  contained  in 
the  bill  to  reassign  the  development  and 
operational  use  of  existing  weapons  or 
weapons  systems? 

“Secretary  McElroy.  I  had  not  thought  of 
it  as  carrying  that  inference,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  believe  that  the  reason  for  the  inclusion 
of  that  provision  by  the  House  committee 
was  in  order  that  there  should  not  be  any 
inability  on  the  part  of  the  Secretary  to 
move  in  assigning  to  an  individual  service 
the  operational  responsibility  for  new  weap¬ 
ons,  and  that  was  given  in  the  testimony  as 
one  of  the  problems,  the  lack  of  such  au¬ 
thority  was  one  of  the  problems,  that  had 
been  involved  in  the  proliferation  of  the  en¬ 
tire  missile  production. 

"I  think  without  much  doubt  on  the  mis¬ 
sile  area  we  have  produced  more  missiles 
than  were  needed  and  we  have  duplicated  in 
ways  which  were  wasteful  of  the  taxpayers’ 
money. 

“If  you  will  recall,  the  House  committee 
and  the  House  itself  declined  to  grant  the 
President’s  request  for  authority  to  consoli¬ 
date  functions,  and  I  believe  that  the  reason 
that  this  provision  was  made  with  respect 
to  new  weapons  was  that  even  though  the 
denial  was  made  of  the  right  to  consolidate 
functions,  the  assignment  of  new  weapons 
was  regarded  as  an  important  right  for  the 
Secretary  to  exercise. 

“On  the  point  of  inferential  denial  of  the 
right  on  other  than  new  weapons,  I  had  not 
thought  that  was  true. 

“May  I  ask  Mr.  Coolidge  whether  he  has 
that  feeling  in  looking  at  the  language? 

“Mr.  Coolidge.  I  consider  that  the  doubt 
here  was  whether  new  weapons  meant  some¬ 
thing  that  was  not  in  existence  at  the  date 
this  act  was  passed,  and  I  would  construe 
that  to  be  not  so.  What  new  weapons  here 
would  mean  would  be  weapons  that  are  non- 
conventional  weapons.  Missiles,  for  instance, 
would  be  new  weapons  even  though  they  are 
in  existence,  and  I  think  the  Secretary  is 
right  that  the  House,  when  it  limited  so 
severely  the  power  to  abolish  functions, 
wanted  to  make  it  clear  that  that  would  not 
be  mechanics  that  the  Secretary  would  have 
to  go  through  in  regard  to  these  new  or  non- 
conventional  weapons.  I  would  suppose  that 
it  did  not  reflect  on  the  power  to  do  other 
transfer  if  he  complied  with  the  new  sections 
in  the  House  bill. 

“The  new  sections  in  the  House  bill  do 
limit  the  Secretary’s  power  that  he  has  un¬ 
der  the  existing  law  in  that  he  has  to  wait 
for  30  days,  if  it  is  a  noncombatant  func¬ 


tion,  which  he  would  not  have  to  do  under 
the  existing  law. 

“I  do  not  know  whether  that  supplements 
the  Secretary's  answer,  Mr.  Chairman. 

“Chairman  Russell.  It  all  ties  the  ques¬ 
tion  up  with  whether  a  weapon  is  a  func¬ 
tion,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a 
matter  that  ought  to  be  clarified  before  this 
bill  is  enacted  on  the  transfer  of  weapons 
systems. 

“Mr.  Coolidge.  I  suppose  it  comes  in  as  a 
function  in  that  the  Army,  for  instance,  has 
capability  under  its  roles  and  missions  of 
long-range  artillery,  and  a  missile  can  be 
certainly  construed  as  long-range  artillery, 
and  to  that  extent  the  handling  of  a  weapon 
migth  be  said  to  be  part  of  their  combatant 
functions,  but  weapons  themselves  I  would 
suppose  are  not  functioned. 

“Chairman  Russell.  Mr.  Secretary,  do  you 
think  that  the  bill  as  it  is  presently  drafted 
and  the  power  that  it  gives  you  with  respect 
to  research  and  development  and  the  assign¬ 
ment  of  research  and  development  would  be 
sufficient  to  solve  for  the  Congress  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  for  any  future  waste  and  dupli¬ 
cation  in  such  fields  as  the  missile  field? 

“Secretary  McElroy.  I  do  not  suppose  it  is 
possible  to  absolve  Congress  from  having  its 
share  of  responsibility  in  practically  all  of 
these  matters,  because  Congress  does  have 
the  responsibility  for  authorizing  funds  to 
finance  them,  and  in  the  course  of  these 
money  authorization  bills,  a  thorough  exam¬ 
ination  is  made  of  all  of  our  programs,  so  I 
doubt  very  much  if  there  could  be  a  com¬ 
plete  absolution  of  any  responsibility  on  the 
part  of  Congress. 

“I  do  think  this,  however:  That  there 
should  be  a  far  more  efficient  application  of 
administrative  ability  to  avoid  waste.  We 
have  recently  been  talking  about  some  of 
these  matters  and  feel  that  the  problem  be¬ 
gins  at  the  time  of  the  conception  of  a  new 
weapon,  when  you  start  that  initial  feasi¬ 
bility  study,  and  if  you  can  control  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  program  at  that  stage  and 
not  let  it  get  to  the  stage  of  at  least  par¬ 
tial  production  or  the  building  up  of  plant 
facilities  production,  you  can  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  very  sharply  reduce  the  wasteful  use 
of  funds. 

“Chairman  Russell.  I  asked  the  question 
because  power  in  a  Government  such  as  ours 
always  assumes  responsibility.  If  there  is 
a  vested  power  it  is  usually  accompanied  by 
an  equivalent  responsibility.  There  has  been 
so  much  discussion  about  the  responsibility 
for  the  waste  that  has  occurred  here  before, 
I  would  assume  that  the  consolidation  of 
power  that  this  bill  carries,  while  it  could  not 
of  course  absolve  Congress  of  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  appropriating  and  if  we  concentrate 
responsibility  for  waste  and  duplication,  cer¬ 
tainly  it  grants  all  the  powers  that  Congress 
could  possibly  have  to  deal  with  that  subject 
to  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government.” 

The  committee  reiterates  that  action  taken 
herein  is  not  a  precedent  for  denying  future 
authorizations  and  appropriations  directly 
to  the  services.  The  committee  believes  that 
the  identity  of  the  services  should  be  pre¬ 
served — but  not  for  the  purpose  of  perpetu¬ 
ating  duplication  in  instances  where  obvi¬ 
ously  a  decision  must  be  made. 

limited  war  concept 

This  is  another  area  of  controversy. 
Hardly  any  two  authorities  can  agree  on  the 
proper  definition  of  the  subject.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  all  the  services  have,  in  their  own  man¬ 
ner,  provided  certain  forces  for  the  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  military  activities  short  of  actual 
combat  or  of  general  war. 

General  Pate,  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps,  stated  in  part  when  testifying  before 
the  committee,  “Thus,  today  the  Corps  is 
providing  the  first  echelon  of  the  Nation’s 
limited  war  force.”  It  may  be  stated  here 
that  Marine  units  seems  to  have  proven  this 
in  their  recent  deployment  to  the  Middle 
East. 
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The  Army  has  established  the  Strategic 
Army  Corps  (STRAC)  and  its  reinforce¬ 
ments. 

STRAC  fs  designed  to  be  a  mobile,  com¬ 
bat-ready  force  to  meet  the  initial  require¬ 
ments  of  limited  war  or  provide  initial  rein¬ 
forcements  in  the  event  of  general  war. 
It  consists,  at  the  present  time,  of  four 
combat-ready  divisions  and  essential  combat 
and  logistical  support. 

The  Strategic  Army  Corps  reinforcement 
in  peacetime  has  a  mission  of  augmenting 
the  training  base  and  providing  a  strategic 
reserve  in  time  of  emergency  and  in  case 
of  deployment  of  STRAC. 

Any  forces  of  these  types  cannot  be  ef¬ 
fective  unless  they  have  strategic  mobility: 
i.  e.,  the  availability  of  adequate  air  and  sea 
lift.  The  Marines,  as  an  integral  part  of 
the  Navy  have  a  built-in  mobility  the  coun 
try  is  fortunate  to  possess  (witness  their 
immediate  availability  for  deployment  to 
Beirut).  Both  forces  do  not,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  committee,  possess  sufficient  airlift. 

In  fact,  the  committee  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  airlift  capability  is  most  inadequate 
and  cannot  understand  why.  the  Army,  es¬ 
pecially,  has  not  sought  with  greater  vigor 
to  insure  a  capability  of  moving  its  troops 
and  equipment  by  air  or  if  it  has  requested 
such,  why  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
not  taken  affirmative  action.  Obviously,  one 
requirement  is  the  necessary  funds.  It  has 
been  reported  that  Army  officials  calculate 
the  Army  should  have  approximately  100  C- 
133  type  turboprop  transports  available  for 
such  use.  Each  C-133  would  cost  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $8  million.  The  committee 
wonders  why  some  of  the  money  spent  on 
fixed  defenses  to  date  has  not  been  utilized 
for  this  purpose;  for  without  mobility,  ground 
forces  have  little  opportunity  of  reaching 
vital  areas  in  sufficient  time  to  merit  their 
existence. 

The  committee  feels  most  strongly  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  should  maintain 
a  greater  vigilance  in  establishing  “limited 
war’’  capabilities.  It  seems  obvious  that  if 
the  world’s  two  greatest  powers  reach  a 
nuclear  stalemate  wherein  differences  be¬ 
tween  them  cannot  be  resolved  except  by 
resort  to  total  war,  that  the  situation  may 
well  indeed  be  similar  to  that  described  by 
the  phrase,  “of  two  scorpions  in  a  bottle,” 
i.  e.,  mutual  annihilation.  If  one  assumes 
that  nuclear  stalemate  can  be  reached,  one 
must  also  assume  the  Soviet  Union  would 
then  be  free  to  again  exercise  the  advantage 
of  its  great  superiority  in  numbers  and  in¬ 
terior  lines  of  communication  and  that  it 
could  proceed  to  disrupt  the  world  by  piece¬ 
meal  tactics,  subversion,  and  other  pressures 
backed  by  the  presence  of  its  conventional 
forces  (which,  indeed,  it  did  in  Hungary  and 
seems  to  be  doing  now) . 

In  light  of  this,  the  committee  v/onders 
why  the  Army  has  placed  such  a  great  em¬ 
phasis  on  fixed  defense  (point)  weapons 
systems  which  the  committee  believes  has 
caused  a  resultant  diminution  of  its  ground 
combat  capability  (its  principal  and  most 
important  mission) .  The  committee  believes 
the  Army  should  take  stock  of  itself  and 
redirect  its  efforts  toward  providing  the 
United  States  with  the  finest  force  in  the 
world  capable  of  victorious  sustained  ground 
combat:  such  would  be  consistent  with  its 
long  and  glorious  history  developed  on  many 
famous  battlegrounds. 

At  this  point,  the  committee  wishes  to 
especially  compliment  and  commend  the 
United  States  Marine  Corps.  All  can  be 
proud  of  the  Marine  Corps,  its  tradition,  its 
valor,  and  its  courage.  The  committee  was 
particularly  proud  the  day  the  Marine  Corps 
witnesses  appeared  before  it.  All  officials 
to  that  date  had  testified  on  the  need  for 
new  weapons  systems,  better  machines  of 
war,  and  the  highly  complicated  gadgets  of 
modern  electronics.  A  Marine  general,  in 
describing  the  Marines’  concept  of  opera 


tions,  was  the  only  military  man  who,  at  the 
conclusion  of  his  testimony,  said  in  sub¬ 
stance:  “Regardless  of  our  requests  for  fa¬ 
cilities  and  weapons,  I  would  like  to  point 
out  that  we  leave  such  decisions  to  the 
committee;  for  the  individual  fighting  ma¬ 
rine  is  our  greatest  asset  and  as  long  as  we 
can  maintain  him,  we  have  few  problems.” 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
[Mr.  Aiken]  has  asked  me  to  yield  so 
that  he  may  introduce  visitors  frqm  a 
foreign  country, 


i VISIT  TO  THE  SENATE  BY  MEM¬ 
BERS  OF  THE  CABINET  AND  LEG¬ 
ISLATURE  OF  BRITISH  GUIANA 

iMr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  last  fall 
it\  was  my  privilege  to  visit  northern 
South  America  and  to  meet  some  of  the 
people  there.  Today  we  have  in  the 
Chamber  as  our  guests  two  distinguished 
visitWs  who  are  members  of  the  Cabinet 
and  Legislature  of  British  Guiana. 

I  present  to  the  Senate  Dr.  Cheddi 
Jagan\  Minister  of  Trade  and  Industry, 
and  Mr.  Edward  Beharry,  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources. 

[Applause,  Senators  rising.] 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Talmadge\  in  the  chair) .  On  behalf  of 
the  Senate,  the  Chair  welcomes  our  dis- 
tinguishedwisitors.  It  is  a  pleasure  to 
have  them  with  us. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by\Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks)  announced  that  the. 
House  had  passed  the  following  bills  oj 
the  Senate,  severally  with  an  ament 
ment,  in  which  it  requested  the  concyfi-- 
rence  of  the  Senat 

S.  25.  An  act  relating  to  effective  jflates 
of  increases  in  compensation  granted  to 
wage  board  employees; 

S.  1782.  An  act  for  \ffie  relief  of  Carolina 
M.  Gomes;  and 

S.  3817.  An  act  to  pA>vide  a  pnigram  for 
the  discovery  of  the  mineral  reserves  of  the 
United  States,  its  Territories,  jk nd  posses¬ 
sions  by  encouraging  exploration  for  min¬ 
erals,  and  for  other  purpo^s. 

The  message  also  annWnced  that  the 
House  had  passed  the  bill  (S.  2146)  foil 
the  relief  of  William  Peltier,  with 
amendments,  in  whichf  it  Requested  the 
concurence  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  had  pass/d  the  fallowing  bills 
and  joint  resolutions,  in  wmich  it  re¬ 
quested  the  concurrence  of  tne  Senate: 

H.  R.  10.  An  act  to  encourage!  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  voluntary  pension  pl-^is  by  self 
employed  individuals; 

H.  R.  7688.  A/  act  for  the  relief  Filbert 
L.  Moore; 

H.  R.  9798.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Jotm  V.  D’Alessandro; 

H.  R.  119/1.  An  act  for  the  relief  ol\ Aaron 
Green,  Jr 

H.  J.  r/s.  652.  Joint  resolution  to  facilitate 
the  admission  into  the  United  States  o\  eer 
/tain  aUfens; 

H.  J/Res.  653.  Joint  resolution  for  th^  re¬ 
lief  of  certain  aliens; 

'j.  Res.  659.  Joint  resolution  for  the  \e- 
lie/  of  certain  aliens; 

t.  J.  Res.  660.  Joint  resolution  to  facilitai 
fce  admission  into  the  United  States  of  cer 
tain  aliens;  and 


H.  J.  Res.  661.  Joint  resolution  to  waivg 
certain  provisions  of  section  212  (a)  of  th 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  in  behalf 
of  certain  aliens. 


ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNEI 

The  message  also  further  announced 
that  J,he  Speaker  had  affixed  h*  signa¬ 
ture  to  the  following  enrolled  pills,  and 
they  were  signed  by  the  Vice  President : 

H.  R.  1884.  An  act  for  the  rfiiei  of  Jack 
Carpenter; 

H.  R.  1885.  An  act  for  the  ®£lief  of  Edwin 

Matusiak; 

H.  R.  2647.  An  act  for  tly?  relief  of  D.  S. 
and  Elizabeth  Laney; 

H.  R.  5062.  An  act  for  tjfie  relief  of  Albert 
H.  Ruppar. 

H.  R.  5219.  An  act  to  .provide  tax  relief  to 
the  Heavy  and  General  Laborers’  Local  Un¬ 
ions,  472  and  172,  of  New  Jersey,  pension 
fund  and  the  contributors  thereto; 

H.  R.  5441.  An  ac/  for  the  relief  of  Scott 
Berry;  and 

II.  R.  8015.  An  Jkc t  for  the  relief  of  the 
Harmo  Tire  &  Rubber  Corp. 

HOUSE  Bl^tS  AND  JOINT  RESOLU- 
IONS  REFERRED 

The  following  bills  and  joint  resolu¬ 
tions  were  severally  read  twice  by  their 
titles,  aJid  referred  as  indicated: 

H.  R/10.  An  act  to  encourage  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  voluntary  pension  plans  by  self- 
emplpyed  individuals;  to  the  Committee  on 
Fin/nce. 

l.  R.  7688.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Filbert 
L/Moore; 

H.  R.  9798.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  John  V.  D'Alessandro; 

H.  R.  11921.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Aaron 
Green,  Jr.; 

H.  J.  Res.  652.  Joint  resolution  to  facili¬ 
tate  the  admission  into  the  United  States 
of  certain  aliens; 

H.  J.  Res.  653.  Joint  resolution  for  the  re¬ 
lief  of  certain  aliens; 

H.  J.  Res.  659.  Joint  resolution  for  the  re¬ 
lief  of  certain  aliens; 

H.  J.  Res.  660.  Joint  resolution  to  facili¬ 
tate  the  admission  into  the  United  States 
of  certain  aliens;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  661.  Joint  resolution  to  waive 
certain  provisions  of  section  212  (a)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  in  behalf 
of  certain  aliens;  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to  authorize 
certain  construction  at  military  instal¬ 
lations,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays  on  the  passage  of 
the  bill. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  the  bill  is  now  open  to 
amendment.  I  send  to  the  desk  amend¬ 
ments  which  have  been  requested  by  the 
committee.  After  the  amendments  have 
been  stated,  I  shall  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Missouri. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendments  will  be  stated  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  98, 
line  17,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “Sec. 
110.”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec. 
109.” 
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On  page  153,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
25,  to  strike  out  “give  full  consideration 
to  all  elements  of  value  in  accordance 
•with  existing  law,  and  shall.” 

On  page  155,  to  strike  out  line  16  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof :  “in  which  a  final 
adjudication  of  just  compensation  has 
not  been  made  on  the  date  of  enactment 
of  this  act.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendments  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  will  be 
considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  objection,  the  Senate  might 
vote  on  these  amendments. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Missouri. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  Mr.  President,  I 
commend  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Mississippi  for  another  of  his  very  able, 
carefully  analyzed  presentations  in  the 
field  of  military  construction.  He  and 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  [Mr.  Jackson],  together  with  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Case],  have  done  magnificent 
work  on  the  bill. 

Speaking  as  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services,  I  am  very 
pleased  to  see  the  bill  presented  in  this 
fashion  on  the  floor.  I  especially  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  for 
the  amount  of  time  and  judgment  which 
he  and  his  committee  devoted  to  the 
questions  of  how  much  money  should  go 
into  the  strictly  defensive  weapons  sys¬ 
tems,  such  as  Nike,  Talos,  Hawk,  and 
Bomarc. 

Unfortunately,  I  was  not  able  to  be 
on  the  floor  during  all  of  the  presenta¬ 
tion  made  by  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi,  but  it  is  my  understanding  that 
this  defensive  missile  subject  was  cov¬ 
ered  extensively  in  his  remarks.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  subject  was  cov¬ 
ered  somewhat,  although  not  so  exten¬ 
sively  as  in  the  report.  I  may  say  that 
the  counsel,  advice,  and  guidance  of  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  has  been  very 
helpful  to  the  committee.  It  has 
strengthened  us  in  our  position  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  these  many  matters. 

Mr.  SYMINGTON.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  Any  compliment  from  him  is  al¬ 
ways  especially  appreciated. 

I  again  wish  to  emphasize  the  import¬ 
ance  of  what  the  distinguished  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee  has  said  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  relatively  large  amount  of 
money  we  are  spending  for  passive  de¬ 
fense  as  against  what  we  are  spending  to 
equip  and  support  our  troops  all  over  the 
world. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  portion  of  the 
report  which  appears  on  pages  54  and  55 
and  relates  to  the  air  space  problem. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

As  a  result  of  General  Quesada’s  investi¬ 
gation,  he  wrote  the  committee  a  letter  on 
June  16,  1958  (a  full  copy  of  this  letter 
will  be  found  at  the  appendix  of  the  printed 
testimony),  salient  features  of  which  are 
printed  below: 


Your  committee’s  desires  for  early  action 
prompted  me  to  explore  in  some  detail  two 
logical  possibilities : 

First — what  action  can  be  taken  now,  this 
week,  to  alleviate  the  congestion,  and  im¬ 
prove  the  air  traffic  safety  features,  and 

Second — what  interim  steps  can  be  taken 
between  now  and  the  time  an  expanded 
Andrews  facility  can  accept  additional  air¬ 
craft. 

In  the  first  instance,  I  would  like  to  list 
for  the  committee’s  information  action  on 
the  part  of  the  Air  Force  and  the  Navy  at 
Bolling  and  Anacostia  that  will  be  taken 
immediately  to  reduce  the  volume  of  opera¬ 
tions  at  those  bases.  This  action  is  a  direct 
result  of  your  committee’s  request  for  the 
study. 

1.  An  agreement  between  Anacostia,  Boll¬ 
ing,  and  Washington  National  towers  to 
separate  the  traffic  from  those  bases  has 
been  amended  as  of  June  10.  The  amended 
agreement  further  confines  military  VFR 
traffic  operating  to  and  from  Bolling  and 
Anacostia  to  two  definitely  prescribed  cor¬ 
ridors  or  tunnels  from  which  they  may  not 
deviate.  These  tunnels  will  keep  Bolling 
and  Anacostia  aircraft  east  of  the  Potomac 
and  Anacostia  Rivers  and  will  prevent  them 
from  mixing  with  aircraft  operations  at 
Washington  National  Airport.  I  would  like 
to  insert  a  copy  of  the  amended  agreement 
for  the  Record. 

2.  Both  bases  are  completely  closed  to  Jet 
aircraft  and  the  six  jets  previously  stationed 
at  Anacostia  are  now  grounded,  and  will  be 
transferred  to  Andrews. 

3.  All  transient  aircraft  at  Bolling  and 
Anacostia  will  be  restricted  to  official  busi¬ 
ness  only. 

4.  Flights  emanating  from  Bolling  and 
Anacostia  will  leave  the  vicinity  of  Bolling- 
Anacostia  until  the  flight  is  to  be  ter¬ 
minated. 

5.  Bolling  and  Anacostia  pilots  will  make 
increased  use  of  instrument  flight  plans 
to  the  extent  that  they  can  be  accommo¬ 
dated  by  the  air-traffic  control  system. 

6.  All  Reserve  squadrons  at  Anacostia  will 
be  scheduled  to  perform  their  yearly  2 
weeks  of  active  training  duty  at  other  bases 
throughout  the  country  where  less  air  traffic 
congestion  exists  and  not  at  Anacostia. 
There  are  no  Air  Force  Reserve  squadrons 
based  at  Bolling. 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  above  actions 
and  restrictions  will  reduce  the  annual  op¬ 
erations  at  Bolling  and  Anacostia  by  about 
26,000  movements,  or  by  about  25  percent. 

My  investigation  into  the  possible  imme¬ 
diate  transfer  of  aircraft  from  Bolling  and 
Anacostia  to  other  military  bases  until 
Andrews  is  ready  led  me  to  two  basic  con¬ 
siderations.  First,  it  was  necessary  to  find 
military  bases  within  200  miles  of  Wash¬ 
ington  which  could  accept  and  support 
additional  piston  aircraft  of  the  types  now 
based  at  Bolling  and  Anacostia.  Second,  we 
had  to  explore  the  impact  the  remote  loca¬ 
tion  of  aircraft  would  have  upon  the  com¬ 
plicated  scheduling  of  pilots,  aircraft,  and 
missions. 

To  physically  accept  additional  aircraft,  a 
remote  base  must  have  adequate  runway, 
ramp,  and  parking  space.  The  base  would 
have  to  be  so  located  that  the  introduction 
of  additional  operations  would  not  aggra¬ 
vate  an  already  congested  airspace  and  air- 
traffic-control  situation. 

Before  transferring  Bolling  and  Anacostia 
aircraft,  provision  must  be  made  for  trans¬ 
fer  and  housing  of  maintenance  and  other 
support  personnel,  for  storing  and  testing 
space  engines,  radios,  and  various  other  air¬ 
craft  components. 

*  *  *  •  * 

On  the  basis  of  data  I  have  been  -able  to 
develop  in  the  preparation  of  this  report 
for  your  committee,  I  recommend: 
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r  1.  Expedited  action  to  Immediately  en¬ 
large  the  ground,  navigation,  communica¬ 
tions,  and  landing  facilities  at  Andrews  Air 
Force  Base  and  Patuxent  River  Naval  Air 
Station.  This  action  is  absolutely  essential 
to  realizing  the  maximum  safe  utilization 
of  the  airspace  and  airports  in  the  National 
Capital  region. 

2.  The  expansion  at  Andrews  be  so  staged 
that  homogeneous  units  of  Bolling  and  Ana¬ 
costia  aircraft  can  transfer  to  Andrews  at  the 
completion  of  each  specific  stage. 

3.  That  any  increase  in  the  civil  air  traffic 
into  the  Washington  National  Airport  be 
carefully  reviewed  until  such  time  as  this 
air-traffic  congestion  has  been  alleviated  by 
the  completion  of  the  airport  now  planned  at 
Chantilly.  For  example,  initial  operations 
of  commercial  jets  serving  the  Washington 
area  will  be  operated  from  Friendship  Air¬ 
port,  near  Baltimore,  until  adequate  facili¬ 
ties  are  available  at  Chantilly. 

4.  Continued  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
Navy,  the  Air  Force,  and  civil  operators  to 
explore  ways  and  means  to  further  reduce  the 
number  of  aircraft  operations  at  Bolling, 
Anacostia,  and  National  Airport. 

The  committee  wishes  to  compliment  and 
thank  General  Quesada  for  his  assistance. 
It  cannot  help  but  feel,  however,  that  it  is 
incumbent  upon  the  services  to  continue  to 
pursue  the  subject  most  vigorously — even  if 
it  means  drastically  curtailing  proficiency 
flights  in  areas  Where  civilian  aircraft  must 
operate.  It  becomes  increasingly  obvious 
that  a  solution  must  soon  be  found  to  the  air¬ 
space  congestion  which  has  resulted  in  so 
many  tragic  fatalities  in  the  past  few  months. 
The  committee  cannot  help  but  feel  that 
ma'ny  of  these  tragedies  could  have  been 
avoided.  The  committee  includes  these  re¬ 
marks  in  this  report  on  the  construction  bill 
in  order  to  emphasize  the  problem  and  to 
indicate  that  it  expects  the  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  to  move  with  all  possible  speed  in  ex¬ 
pediting  the  construction  of  facilities  at  An¬ 
drews  Air  Force  Base  and  also  to  insure  that 
the  establishment  of  other  military  facilities 
throughout  the  country  is  coordinated  in 
light  of  the  airspace  problem. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  this 
portion  of  the  report  pertains  to  the 
work  which  General  Quesada  did  for  the 
subcommittee  in  connection  with  the 
very  serious  problem  involving  the  con¬ 
gested  air  space  surrounding  Washing¬ 
ton  National  Airport.  We  have  two 
items  in  the  bill  for  the  construction  of 
additional  facilities  at  the  Andrews  Air 
Force  Base  to  take  care  of  traffic  from 
Bolling  and  Anacostia  Naval  Training 
Stations. 

We  thought  the  General  did  some  very 
constructive  work,  and  in  our  report  we 
urged  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  speed 
up  and  expedite  the  construction  pro¬ 
gram  at  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  as  well 
as  to  do  anything  further  that  he  may 
have  reason  to  do  which  would  lessen 
the  intensity  of  the  air  traffic  pattern 
around  the  Washington  National  Air¬ 
port. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  desire  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  at  the  proper  time. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President - - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  (Mr. 
Talmadge  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  yield;  and  if  so,  to 
whom? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  first  to  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  I  offer  an  amendment  which 
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I  send  to  the  desk  and  ask  to  have 
stated 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  will  not  be  in  order  until  the 
amendments  submitted  by  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  have 
been  acted  on. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  amendments  of  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi,  which,  without  objection, 
will  be  considered  en  bloc. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  a  further  explanation  of  the 
amendments?  I  think  they  are  all  right. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendments  are  very  largely  technical 
in  nature.  The  major  one  is  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Wherry  housing  program, 
which  was  discussed  somewhat  at 
length. 

On  page  153,  in  line  25,  there  appear 
the  words : 

Give  full  consideration  to  all  elements  of 
value  in  accordance  with  existing  law. 

We  decided  that  provision  to  be  a  little 
too  tight.  We  merely  propose  to  strike 
out  those  words,  so  as  to  leave  the  mat¬ 
ter  an  open  judicial  question. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  I  see  no  objection 
to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Indiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senator  from  Mississippi, 
which,  without  objection,  are  being  con¬ 
sidered  en  bloc. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania  will  now  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  169, 
between  lines  13  and  14,  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  “Johnstown,  Pa.:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $375,000.” 

On  page  176,  in  line  20,  it  is  proposed 
to  strike  out  “$28,330  000”  and  to-  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  “$28,705,000.” 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  this  amendment  is  for  the'in- 
clusion  of  an  additional  project  for  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania,  namely, 
the  National  Guard  Armory  at  Johns¬ 
town,  Cambria  Coymty,  in  the  amount 
of  $375,000. 

This  proposed  project  will  house  the 
628th  Tank  Battalion,  28th  Infantry  Di¬ 
vision,  Pennsylvania  National  Guard. 
The  battalion,  one  of  the  largest  in  the 
State,  has  a  strength  of  24  officers,  4 
warrant  officers,  and  462  enlisted  men. 
It  was  organized  in  1949,  and  was  called 
into  active  duty  in  September  1950,  at 
the  outbreak  of  hostilities  in  Korea. 

Several  years  ago,  Bethlehem  Steel  Co. 
was  prepared  to  deed  a  piece  of  property 
to  the  Commonwealth,  for  the  purpose 
of  providing  an  armory  site;  and  the 
Federal  Government  had  appropriated 
its  share  for  the  erection  of  this  build¬ 
ing.  Since  the  State  failed  to  appro¬ 
priate  its  share  of  the  funds,  and  accept 
the  deed,  the  Federal  Government  with¬ 
drew  its  share  of  funds  in  1955. 

As  a  result,  the  local  Lions  Club,  in 
conjunction  with  the  Johnstown  Cham¬ 
ber  of  Commerce,  and  the  officers  and 
men  of  the  628th,  in  the  fall  of  1955, 


took  on  the  task  of  soliciting  the  busi¬ 
ness  houses  and  area  residents,  to  raise 
the  sum  of  $10,000,  and  purchased  15 
acres  of  ground  in  the  vicinity  of  Johns¬ 
town.  The  deed  was  presented  to,  and 
accepted  by,  the  Commonwealth  in  June 
1957.  Pennsylvania  has  now  appro¬ 
priated  its  25  percent  share  toward  the 
construction  of  this  armory,  and  has 
placed  it  on  a  priority  basis.  If  the  75 
percent  appropriation  were  made  avail¬ 
able,  it  would  become  a  reality. 

I  have  been  repeatedly  asked  by  the 
local  residents  and  heads  of  the  civic 
organizations  promoting  this  drive 
toward  purchase  of  the  ground,  as  to 
v/hen  they  are  going  to  build  the  armory. 

The  scope  of  this  project  and  its 
priority  are  of  great  significance. 
Furthermore,  it  should  be  pointed  out 
that  Johnstown  is  located  in  a  critical 
unemployment  area,  and  it  was  certified 
as  a  critical  distressed  area  by  the  Labor 
Department.  If  the  Johnstown  armory 
were  authorized  at  this  time,  it  would 
help  in  relieving  the  unemployment 
problem.  Its  construction  would  not 
only  help  place  many  men  at  work,  but 
it  would  also  have  far-reaching  advan¬ 
tages  for  the  local  business  climate,  the 
community,  and  its  populace. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  sufficient 
holdover  funds  for  the  construction  of 
the  Johnstown  National  Guard  Armory, 
and  I  trust  that  this  body  will  approve 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  add  that 
this  unit  a  part  of  the  28th  Division. 
The  28th  Division  and  its  predecessors 
have  taken  part  in  all  our  wars  from 
the  Revolutionary  War  to  the  present 
time. 

Recently,  when  the  Department  of 
Defense  was  naming  the  infantry  di¬ 
visions  of  the  National  Guard  which 
would  be  reorganized  under  the  new  plan 
of  organization,  of  the  6  named,  the  28th 
Division  was  1. 

Furthermore,  Johnstown  has  twice  in 
its  history  been  practically  wiped  out 
by  floods;  but  it  has  always  come  back. 
At  the  present  time,  it  is  backing  this 
unit  in  magnificent  fashion. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  most  appreciative 
of  the  fine  report  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Stennis]  has 
made,  but  I  should  like  to  call  the  at¬ 
tention  of  my  colleagues  to  the  fact  that 
wars  are  won  on  the  ground.  We  may 
appropriate  large  sums  of  money  to  make 
possible  travel  to  the  moon ;  but  the  de¬ 
fense  of  our  country  is  based  largely  on 
the  use  of  ground  troops. 

So  I  sincerely  trust  that  the  Senate 
will  accept  my  amendment,  and  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Stennis] — and  again  I  say  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  fine  report  he  has 
made — will  take  the  amendment  to  con¬ 
ference. 

Mr.  President,  in  connection  with  my 
remarks,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
have  printed  at  this  point  in  the  Record 
an  editorial — published  on  July  24  in 
the  Pittsburgh  Post-Gazette — which 
quotes  Governor  Leader,  the  Governor 
of  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania, 
on  the  importance  of  the  National  Guard. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  edi¬ 
torial  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Keep  the  Guard  Strong 

With  the  Nation  again  in  a  tense  inter¬ 
national  situation,'  Governor  Leader  has 
chosen  an  appropriate  time  to  protest  any 
reduction  in  the  size  of  the  National  Guard. 
He  has  heartily  concurred  in  a  proposal 
which  the  Conference  of  Governors  sent  to 
the  Army  to  assure  “in  the  Pennsylvania  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  the  retention  of  the  maximum 
number  of  units  and  personnel  within  the 
modern  Army  concept.” 

Governor  Leader  makes  out  a  good  case 
for  the  guard.  In  time  of  peace  no  less  than 
in  time  of  war,  he  argued,  the  guard  plays 
an  important  role.  Aside  from  being  ready 
for  the  prompt  defense  of  the  Nation,  it 
gives  effective  service  in  such  peacetime  dis¬ 
asters  as  hurricanes,  floods,  and  storms. 

The  guard  provides  a  ready  source  of 
trained  manpower  at  an  annual  cost  of  only 
$835  per  guardsman  as  compared  with  the 
$5,000  a  year  it  costs  to  maintain  a  soldier 
in  the  regular  Military  Establishment. 

It  would  be  foolish  economy  and  a  grave 
risk  to  the  Nation’s  security  to  impair  the 
effectiveness  of  the  National  Guard.  We  are 
glad  to  see  a  Senate  Appropriations  Subcom¬ 
mittee  vote  against  the  administration’s  re¬ 
quest  to  reduce  the  size  of  the  National 
Guard  from  400,000  to  360,000  men.  Let’s 
keep  the  guard  strong. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Pennsylvania.  Mr. 
President,  in  view  of  the  enormous  cost 
of  defense,  we  must  do  all  we  can  to 
build  up  the  Reserve  components,  the 
civilian  components,  of  our  defense, 
which  cost  probably  not  more  than  one- 
tenth  of  what  the  regular  establishment 
costs. 

In  my  opinion,  the  question  of  the 
cost  of  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  is  much  more  serious  than  any 
military  defense  proposal  that  is  con¬ 
fronting  us. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  the 
Senator  from  Pennsylvania  has  made  a 
very  strong  appeal  for  the  adoption  of 
his  amendment,  and  his  remarks  are 
very  persuasive.  We  know  there  is  a 
great  deal  of  merit  to  the  amendment 
he  has  submitted,  and  the  committee 
wishes  it  could  join  him  in  urging  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment,  for  the 
reasons  he  has  stated. 

However,  the  list  of  items  included  in 
the  bill  was  received  from  the  States, 
from  the  State  National  Guards,  through 
their  adjutants  general,  and  was  ap¬ 
proved  in  Washington,  through  the  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  Bureau. 

On  page  110  of  the  report,  the  follow¬ 
ing  appears  for  Pennsylvania: 

Army  National  Guard:  Bethlehem,  Carlisle, 
Chester,  Ligonier. 

We  accepted  the  list  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  adjutant  general  of  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  as  we  did  in  the 
case  of  all  the  other  States.  So  they 
are  priority  lists,  and  I  do  not  think  we 
could  have  a  better  guide.  We  accepted 
the  lists  from  all  the  States,  without 
exception. 

Many  other  strong  representations 
and  recommendations  have  been  made 
in  regard  to  proposals  for  other  States; 
but  unless  the  items  were  included  in 
the  list  provided  by  the  State’s  adjutant 
general,  we  have  not  included  them  in 
the  bill. 
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However,  the  bill  contains  an  item 
which  may  be  helpful  to  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania.  Of  course,  the  situ¬ 
ations  change  from  time  to  time,  and 
plans  at  the  State  level  are  changed 
from  time  to  time.  Sometimes  funds 
which  were  expected  to  be  available  do 
not  materialize.  So  we  have  included  in 
the  bill  a  provision  to  the  effect  that  up 
to  10  percent  of  the  authorizations  is  to 
be  available  for  additional  projects. 
But,  again  they  will  have  to  come  from 
the  State  level.  So  if  there  is  a  change 
for  some  reason  and  the  authorities  in 
Pennsylvania  see  fit  to  include  the  item 
in  place  of  one  on  their  list,  there  is 
authority  in  the  bill  to  have  such  a  situ¬ 
ation  taken  care  of.  In  that  way  we  per¬ 
mit  meritorious  cases  to  be  submitted, 
but  it  will  still  have  to  be  done  by  the 
State  authorities. 

With  that  set  of  facts,  we  hope  the 
Senate  will  not  accept  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin], 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Tfie 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
substitute,  as  amended. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
order  for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  substitute,  as  amended. 

The  committee  amendment,  as 
amended,  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  engrossment  of  the 
amendment  and  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  passage  of  the  bill. 
On  this  question,  the  yeas  and  nays  have 
been  ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the 
roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd], 
the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Ful- 
bright],  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Yarborough]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan]  is  absent  because  of  a  death 
in  his  family. 

The  Senator  from  Oklahoma  [Mr. 
Monroney]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  attending  the  49th  Congress  of 
the  Interparliamentary  Union  at  Rio  de 
Janeiro,  Brazil. 


I  further  announce  that  if  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Virginia  [Mr. 
Byrd],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  l Mr. 
Fulbright  [ ,  the  Senator  from  Tennessee 
[Mr.  Gore],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Green],  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  [Mr.  Hennings],  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Ken¬ 
nedy],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr. 
McClellan],  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Monroney],  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Texas  [Mr.  Yarborough] 
would  each  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case] 
and  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Hoblitzell]  are  absent  because  of  offi¬ 
cial  business  having  been  appointed  by 
the  Vice  President  to  attend  the  49th 
Congress  of  the  Interparliamentary 
Union  in  Rio  de  Janeiro. 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Payne] 
and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Wat¬ 
kins]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Pur  tell]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  because  of  death  in  his  family. 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Hoblit¬ 
zell],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Payne],  and  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr. 
Watkins]  would  each  vote  “yea.” 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  80, 
nays  0,  as  follows : 


YEAS— 80 


Aiken 

Flanders 

McNamara 

Allott 

Frear 

Morton 

Anderson 

Goldwater 

Mundt 

Barrett 

Hayden 

Murray 

Beall 

Hickenlooper 

Neuberger 

Bennett 

Hill 

O’Mahoney 

Bible 

Hruska 

Pastore 

Bricker 

Humphrey 

Potter 

Bridges 

Ives 

Proxmire 

Bush 

Jackson 

Revercomb 

Butler 

Javits 

Robertson 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Russell 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex 

Saltonstall 

Carroll 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Case,  N.  J. 

Jordan 

Smathers 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Smith,  Maine 

Church 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Clark 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Cooper 

Kuchel 

Stennis 

Cotton 

Langer 

Symington 

Curtis 

Lausche 

Talmadge 

Dirksen 

Long 

Thurmond 

Douglas 

Magnuson 

Thye 

Dworshak 

Malone 

Wiley 

Eastland 

Mansfield 

Williams 

Ellender 

Martin,  Iowa 

Young 

Ervin 

Martin,  Pa. 
NAYS— 0 

NOT  VOTING— 

16 

Byrd 

Hoblitzell 

Payne 

Case,  S.  Dak. 

Holland 

Purtell 

Fulbright 

Kennedy 

Watkins 

Gore 

McClellan 

Yarborough 

Green 

Monroney 

Hennings 

Morse 

So  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  was  passed. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  vote  by  which  the  bill  was 
passed  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  move  to  lay  that  motion  on  the 
table. 

The  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  insist  on  its  amendment. 
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request  a  conference  with  the  House  of 
Representatives  thereon,  and  that  the 
Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Persiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  Russell, 
Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr.  Salton- 
stall,  and  Mr.  Case  of  South  Dakota 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre-] 
sfcntatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  it 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  tfc 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the*  bill  (S.  495)  to  authorize  the  acqiii- 
siti&n  of  the  remaining  property/  in 
square  725  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
for  tme  purpose  of  extension  of  thJ site 
of  th\  additional  office  building  for  the 
States  Senate  or  for  the  purpose 
tion  to  the  United  States/Capi- 
nds. 

essage  also  announced  tihat  the 
insisted  upon  its  amendfnent  to 
1411)  to  amend  tae  act  of 
1950,  relating  to  th£  suspen- 
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sion  of  employment  of  civilian/personnel 
of  the  United  States  in  the  interest  of 
national  security,  disagreed/  to  by  the 
Senate;  agreed  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon, fend  that  Mr. 
Murray,  Mr.\  Morrison,  Mr.  Davis  of 
Georgia,  Mr.  \Rees,  and/  Mr.  Corbett 
were  appointed  managers/  on  the  part  of 
the  House  at  t»e  conference. 

The  message  further  fennounced  that 
the  House  had  disagree*!  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Sedate  tp  the  bill  (H.  R.' 
6239)  to  amend  gectiins  1461  and  1462 
of  title  18  of  the\  United  States  Code; 
asked  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on 
the  disagreeing  votsi  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  thaw  Mr.  Walter,  Mr. 
Feighan,  Mr.  CheijaMi-.  Hillings,  and 
Mr.  Hyde  were  anpomted  managers  on 
the  part  of  the  HmiseW  the  conference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agre/d  to  Vhe  amendments 
of  the  Senate  t®  the  bill  (H.  R.  985)  to 
provide  that  cmef  judgefe  of  circuit  and 
district  courts/  shall  cespe  to  serve  as 
such  upon  reaching  the  free  0f  75. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  h^H  passed  the  qpllowing  bills, 
in  which  it/requested  the\ concurrence 
of  the  Sena fe : 

H.  R.  3571/An  act  for  the  rdfief  of  Boris 
F.  Navratil; 

H.  R.  8997.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Bunge 
Corp.,  Ne\/York,  N.  Y.; 

H.  R.  91/5.  An  act  for  the  relfcf  of  Mr. 
Marion  E*  Symms; 

H.  R.  9B22.  An  act  to  provide  foA  holding 
a  Whit J  House  Conference  on  AgiVg  to  be 
called  »y  the  President  of  the  Unite*!  States 
bef ore/ September  30,  1960,  to  be  Xlanned 
and  c/nducted  by  the  Secretary  of  Health, 
Educ/tion,  and  Welfare  with  the  assistance 
and  cooperation  of  other  department*  and 
agencies  represented  on  the  Federal  Council 
on  JA ging;  to  assist  the  several  Stat«  in 
conducting  similar  conferences  on  ating 
prfor  to  the  White  House  Conference  \ou 
A/ing;  and  for  related  purposes; 

H.  R.  12944.  An  act  for  the  relief  of 
unigunde  Beldie;  and 

H.  R.  13482.  An  act  to  amend  the  Atom! 
'Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  subcommittee  ordered\ref>orted  cotton  amendments  to  farm  bill. 
Senate  passed  bills  to:  Provide  accrue/expenditure  budgeting.  Regulate  with¬ 
holding  of  information  by  agencies.  Senator  Humphrey  criticized  GAO  ruling  on  REA 
loan  authority.  House  committee  ordered  reported  omnibus  housing  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  /Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Subcontaittee  on  Cotton  of  the 

Agriculture  Committee  "met  in  executive  session  on  provib^Lons  relating  to  cotton 
in  S.  4071,  re  /marketing  programs  for  various  agriculturai\commodities,  and 
ordered  reporjz'ed  to  the  full  committee  certain  amendatory  recommendations  of  the 
bill."  pp./770-71 

2.  HOUSING,  /he  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  ordered  reported  wit\  amendment 

S.  4035/  the  omnibus  housing  bill.  p.  D771 

3.  ONION/FUTURES.  Conferees  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  H.  R.  ^376,  to 
prohibit  trading  in  onion  futures  and  remove  onions  from  regulation  unt^er  the 

mmodity  Exchange  Act,  p.  D771 

PERSONNEL.  A  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ordered 
reported  with  amendment  H,  R.  9407,  to  provide  additional  opportunity  for  ce^ 
tain  employees  to  obtain  career-conditional  and  career  appointments  in  the  con 
petitive  service,  p,  D771 


\ 


TRANSPORTATION.  The, Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries  Committee  reported  with  ame- 
ment  H.  R.  474,  to  repeal  Sec.  217  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936  relates 
to  the  coordination  of  the  forwarding  and  servicing  of  water-borne  export 
Import  foreign  commerce  of  the  U.  S.  (H,  Rept.  2332),  and  H.  R.  8382,  to 
vide  for  the  licensing  of  independent  foreign  freight  forwarders  (H*  R e)  2333] 

p.  \4493 


6.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  13015,  to  authorize 
construction  at  military  installations.  Senate  conferees  have  *■>  been  ap¬ 
pointed.  p.  14397 


.Both  Houses 

7.  APPRO PRI AT I0N8.  /agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12948,  the  D.  C.  ap¬ 
propriation  bill  for  1959,  and  insisted  on  its  disagreement;/to  two  of  the 
Senate  amendments,  pp.  14397-98,  14384,,  14388-90.  Ready ^or  the  President, 
Conferees  were\appointed  on  H.  R.  12738,  the  Defense  department  appropriate 
bill  for  1959.  Senate  conferees  have  not  been  appointed,  p*  14398 


8.  FORESTRY.  Conferees  wdre  appointed  on  S.  3051,  to  mp&vide  for  either  private  or 
Federal  acquisition  of  chat  part  of  the  Klamath  Indian  forest  lands  which  must 
be  sold.  Senate  conferees  have  been  appointed.  >p.  14445 


9.  ELECTRIFICATION.  The  Public  ''Works  Committee  w^£  granted  permission  until  mid¬ 
night  Fri.,  Aug.  1,  to  file  aNreport  on  S.  1869,  to  provide  TVA  with  the  au¬ 
thority  to  issue  bonds  to  finance  the  construction  of  new  generating  capacity, 
pp.  14485,  14490 


10.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Rep.  Kilburn  wa6  re 
equity  capital  and  long-term  credit 


concerns,  and  Rep.  Betts  was  appolt 


fed  as  a  conferee  on  S.  3651,  to  make 
:e  readily  available  for  small-business 
ifedVn  his  place,  p.  14485 


11.  WATERSHEDS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  approved  work  plans  for  the  following 
watershed  projects:  Alamo  Arrtyo  and  Diablo.  Arroyo,  Tex.;  Elm  River,  N.  Dale.; 
Mud  River,  Ky.;  Tramperos  Cre^k,  N.  Mex. ;  DryyDevils  River,  Lowery  Draw,  and 
Upper  Lake  Fork  Creek,  Tex./Lower  Willow  Cree\-  Mont.;  Whitegrass-Waterhole 
Creek,  Okla. ;  and  Little  §8huylkill  River,  Pa.  \p.  14445,  14493 


12.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  /Rep.  Coudert  resigned  as  a  nhwiber  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee,  and  Rep.  Lipscomb  was  elected  in  his  placey  p.  14490 


V 


13.  SURPLUS  COMMODITIES/  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  the  monthly  re¬ 
port  of  the  General  Sales  Manager  regarding  sales  of  CCC  surplus  commodities, 
pp.  14492,  1434/ 


14.  ATOMIC  ENERGY/  Both  Houses  received  the  semiannual  report  of  the  Atomic  Energy 


Commission/  pp.  14492-93,  14342 


15.  LEGISLATIVE  PKKJRAM.  Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  the  Private  Calendar  will 
not  be/called  Tues. ,  Aug.  5.  p.  14485 


SENATE 


5GETING.  Passed,  68  to  6,  as  reported  H.  R.  8002,  the  accrued  expenditure 
budgeting  bill  (pp.  14390-5) . 

As  passed  by  the  Senate,  the  bill  provides  as  follows:  When  the  President' 
determines  that  there  is  a  satisfactory  accrual-accounting  system  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  or  fund  account,  his  estimates  shall  be  accompanied  by  a  proposed 
accrued-expenditures  limitation,  and  he  may  include  proposed  authorizations  for 
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Thursday,  July  31, 1958 


£he  House  met  at  11  o’clock  a.  m. 
m  Chaplain, Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D\ offered  the  following  prayer: 

Isaiah^  43:5:  Fear  not,  for  I  am  with 
thee. 

Most  m&^iful  and  gracious  God,  we 
beseech  Thes  to  be  patient  and  favor¬ 
able  unto  thesfe.  Thy  servants. 

Give  them  gXace  to  discharge  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  with  a  pure 
and  steadfast  devotion. 

In  all  humility  weWe  asking  Thee  to 
gird  us  with  a  faith  Nvhich  never  fails 
and  a  courage  that  nevfcr  falters. 

May  Thy  righteous  will  xiave  the  place 
of  preeminence  in  all  ouk  plans  and 
purposes,  our  deliberations  k^nd  deci¬ 
sions. 

Temper  our  minds  with  patience  and 
perseverance,  and  with  a  deep  sympathy 
and  concern  for  all  who  are  seeking\the 
blessings  of  the  more  abundant  life. 

In  Christ’s  name  we  offer  our  petitior 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  yes¬ 
terday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr.  Mc- 
Gown,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is 
requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title:  * 

H.  R.  12738.  An  act  making  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  ^ 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendments  to  tin; 
foregoing  bill,  requests  a  conference  wh 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of/che 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Chavez,  Mr.  Hayden,  Mr.  Russell,  Mr. 
Hill,  Mr.  Ellender,  Mr.  Byrd/Mi\  Sal- 
TONSTALL,  Ml'.  BRIDGES,  Mr.  ItfOUNG,  Ml’. 
Knowland,  and  Mr.  Flanm!rs  to  be  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  tffe  Senate. 


The  message  also  announced  that  the 

Senate  had  passed,  with  an  amendment 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title:  — - 

H.  R.  13015.  An  act  to  authorize  certain 
construction  at  military  installations,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  on  its  amendment  to  the 
foregoing  bill,  requests  aNconference  with 
the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints  Mr. 
Russell,  Mr.  Stennis,  Mr.  Jackson,  Mr. 
Saltonstall,  and  Mr.  Case  of  South  Da¬ 
kota  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

No.  130 - 8 


CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to 
authorize  certain  construction  at  mili¬ 
tary  installations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  with  a  Senate  amendment  thereto, 
disagree  to  the  Senate  amendment,  and 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  by  the 
Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Geor¬ 
gia?  [After  a  pause.  1  The  Chair  hears 
none,  and  appoints  the  following  con¬ 
ferees:  Messrs.  Vinson,  Brooks  of  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Kilday,  Durham,  Rivers,  Arends, 
Gavin,  Wilson  of  Indiana,  and  Mrs.  St. 
George. 


COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING  ANI 
CURRENCY 

Ir.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
askvunanimous  consent  that  ine  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Curreifcy  may  be 
permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
while  tne  House  is  in  sesmon  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request\f  the  gejzrcleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  noNjbjection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  INTERSTATE  AND 
FemEIGN  COMMERCE 

Mr.  KLYNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  the  ^Committee  on 
InJ^rstate  and  Foreign  Cofnmerce  may 
permitted  to  sit  during  general  debate 
'while  the  House  is  in  session  today. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman\from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1959 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
12948)  making  appropriations  for  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  other  activities  chargeable  in  whole 
or  in  part  against  the  revenues  of  said 
District  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 


(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  July30, 
1958.) 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker^/!  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  conference 
report. 

’  The  previous  question  wa/ ordered. 

The  conference  report  svas  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  TheL Clerk  will  report 
the  first  amendment/in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as-follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  1:  Page  2,  line  2, 
strike  out  “$20/100,000”  and  insert  -“$21,- 
500,000.” 

Mr.  RAI^UT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The :0lerk  read  as  follows: 

Mt/Rabaut  moves  that  the  House  insist 
on ^fts  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  1. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  13:  On  page  18, 
line  7,  after  the  semicolon,  insert  “expenses 
of  attendance  of  one  person,  without  loss  of 
pay  or  time,  at  specialized  traffic  engineering 
classes,  including  tuition  and  entrance  fees.” 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Rabaut  moves  that  the  Hquse  insist  on 
its  disagreement  to  the  Senate  amendment 
No.  13  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  16:  Page  18,  line 
18,  after  “appropriation”,  insert  “Provided 
further,  That  the  Commissioners  are  author¬ 
ized  and  empowered  to  pay  the  purchase 
price  and  the  cost  of  installation  of  new 
parking  meters  or  devices  from  fees  collected 
from  such  new  meters  or  devices,  which  fees 
are  hereby  appropriated  for  such  purposes.” 

Mr,  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
,  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Ir.  Rabaut  moves  that  the  House  recede 
frofn  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  16,  and  concur  therein. 

The  "hjotion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk-read  as  follows : 

Senate"  amendment  No.  19:  Page  19,  line 
4,  after  the  woraVincluding”,  strike  out  “ex¬ 
penses  of  attendance  of  one  person,  without 
loss  of  pay  or  time^at  specialized  traffic  en¬ 
gineering  classes,  incHidmg  tuition  and  en¬ 
trance  fees.” 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follow&c 

Mr.  Rabaut  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate-  No.  19,  and  concur  t\erein. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  'the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  \ 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  21 :  Page  19,  line 
13,  strike  out  “That  no  part  of  this  or  any 
other  appropriation  contained  in  this  act 
shall  be  expended  for  building,  installing, 
and  maintaining  streetcar  loading  platforms 
and  lights  of  any 'description  employed  to 
distinguish  same,  except  that  a  permanent 
type  of  platform  majKbe  constructed  from 
appropriations  contained  in  this  act  for 
street  improvements  wheji  plans  and  loca¬ 
tions  thereof  are  approved  by  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  and  thb  Director  of  Ve¬ 
hicles  and  Traffic  and  the\treet  railway 
company  shall  after  construction  maintain, 
mark,  and  light  the  same  at  its  expense.” 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker, 'T  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Rabaut  moves  that  the  House  re'kede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment\>f 
the  Senate  No.  21,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  re¬ 
port  the  next  amendment  in  disagree¬ 
ment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  22 :  Page  19,  line 
22,  strike  out  “ Provided  further,  That  the 
Commissioners  are  authorized  and  em¬ 
powered  to  pay  the  purchase  price  and  the 
cost  of  installation  of  new  parking  meters 
or  devices  from  fees  collected  from  such  new 
meters  or  devices,  which  fees  are  hereby  ap¬ 
propriated  for  such  purpose:  Provided  fur¬ 
ther.” 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Rabaut  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  22,  and  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  29.  Page  32,  line 
25,  after  the  word  “adjustment’’,  insert 
‘‘Provided  further,  That  no  part  of  this  or 
any  other  appropriation  contained  in  this 
act  shall  be  expended  for  building,  installing, 
and  maintaining  streetcar  loading  platforms, 
and  lights  of  any  description  employed 
distinguish  same,  except  that  a  permanent 
type  of  platform  may  be  constructed  ffom 
appropriations  contained  in  this  ac js  for 
street  improvements  when  plans  and  loca¬ 
tions  thereof  are  approved  by  th/  Public 
Utilities  Commisison  and  the  Depa/tment  of 
Highways  and  the  street-railway  company 
shall  after  construction  maintain)  mark,  and 
light  the  same  at  its  expense.” 

Mr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Shaker,  I  offer  a 
motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  fallows: 

Mr.  Rabaut  moves  /at  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  29, /nd  concur  therein. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  next  amendment  in  disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Senate  amendment  No.  31.  Page  38,  line 
6,  after  ^19 45”,  insert  “Provided,  That  leases 
for  rentals  shall  be  on  terms  and  periods  not 
in  excess  of  5  years.” 

Tr.  RABAUT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
Motion. 
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The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Rabaut  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  No.  31,  and  concur1  therein  with 
an  amendment,  as  follows:  In  lieu  of  the 
matter  proposed  by  said  amendment  insert 
“Provided,  That  hereafter  leases  for  rentals 
shall  not  be  on  terms  and  periods  in  excess 
of  5  years.” 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  the  votes  by 
which  action  was  taken  on  the  several 
motions  was  laid  on  the  table. 


COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  special 
subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on  Gov¬ 
ernment  Operations  may  have  permis¬ 
sion  to  sit  tomorrow  during  general 
debate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
.  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas- 
\sachusetts? 

\  There  was  no  objection. 

- - 

CMi‘-  PHILBIN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  ay  this 
point  in the  Record.) 

[Mr.  PBILBIN’S  remarks  wi 
hereafter  m  the  Appendix.] 
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[Roll  No.  147] 

Ander/n, 

Hosmer 

Poage  \ 

H./Carl. 

Jackson 

Powell  ' 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Jenkins 

Preston 

Buggs 

Jones,  Mo. 

Radwan 

Bonner 

Kearney 

Sadlak 

'Burdick 

Keating 

St.  George 

Carnahan 

Krueger 

Scherer 

Christopher 

Landrum 

Scrivner 

Clark 

Lesinski 

Shuford 

Dies 

Loser 

Sieminskl 

Diggs 

McCarthy 

Smith,  Kans. 

Eberharter 

Mclntire 

Talle 

Feighan 

McMillan 

Taylor 

Friedel 

Machrowlcz 

Tollefson 

Gordon 

Magnuson 

Trimble 

Gregory 

Marshall 

Tuck 

Hays,  Ark. 

Michel 

Willis 

Hoffman 

Morris 

Horan 

Moulder 

with  Senate  amendments  thereto, 
agree  to  the  Senate  amendments, 
agree  to  the  conference  asked  bj 
Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  th/bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas?  [After  a  pause.]  / The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoint/the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  M/on,  Sheppard, 
Sikes,  Norrell,  Whitten,  Cannon,  Wig- 
glesworth,  Scrivner/  Ford,  and  Taber. 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  AMENDMENTS 
>F  1958 

Mr.  O’NEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the /Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  653  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  jZuerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows 

RqAolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
tjie  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
5f  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 
for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  13549) 
to  increase  benefits  under  the  Federal  Old- 
Age,  Survivors,  and  Disability  Insurance  Sys¬ 
tem,  to  improve  the  actuarial  status  of  the 
trust  funds  of  such  System,  and  otherwise 
improve  such  System;  to  amend  the  public 
assistance  and  maternal  and  child  health 
and  welfare  provisions  of  the  Social  Security 
Act;  and  for  other  purposes,  and  all  points 
of  order  against  said  bill  are  hereby  waived. 
That  after  general  debate,  which  shall  be 
confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  continue  not 
to  exceed  4  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  the  bill  shall  be  considered  as 
having  been  read  for  amendment.  No 
amendment  shall  be  in  order  to  said  bill 
except  amendments  offered  by  direction  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means.  Amend¬ 
ments  offered  by  direction  of  the  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  may  be  offered  to  any 
section  of  the  bill  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
general  debate,  but  said  amendments  shall 
not  be  subject  to  amendment.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have-been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
final  passage  without  intervening  motion, 
incept  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Ir.  O’NEILL  asked  and  was  given 
pern/ssion  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks 

Mr.  {TNEILL.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution.  653  makes  in  order  the  con¬ 
sideration  M  H.  R.  13549,  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Amendments  of  1958.  The  reso¬ 
lution  provided  for  a  closed  rule,  4  hours 


The  SPEAKER.  On  this  rollcall  381 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 


of  general  debs 
order  against  th£ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1959 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.  R.  12738) 
making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  for  the-fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1959,  and  for  other  purposes. 


/,  and  waives  points  of 
.bill. 

The  bill  will  incirase  benefits  to  ap¬ 
proximately  12  million  people  now  on 
the  benefit  rolls,  anck  all  future  bene¬ 
ficiaries,  about  7  percent,  with  a  mini¬ 
mum  increase  of  $3  in  the  benefits  pay¬ 
able  to  retired  workers  whVcame  on  the 
rolls  at  or  after  65  years  nf  age.  For 
retired  workers  now  on  the  rolls  monthly 
payments  would  range  from  $38  to  $118 
as  compared  with  $30  to  $108. 5&  under 
present  law.  The  bill  would  alsovraise 
the  present  $200  limitation  on  family 
benefits  to  $254  in  the  amount  of  monthly 
benefits  payable  to  a  family  on  the  basis 
of  an  insured  worker’s  earnings  record. 


^  y,  /? 59 
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Thc  I?^"ior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  ordered  reported  without  amend^ 
^ent  S.  4009,  to  increase  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  the/ 
Kashoe  reclamation  project,  Nev.  and  Calif.,  and  with  amendment  S.  3448,  Zo 
permit  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  authorize  increases  in  the  160-*cre 
°n  t*ie  ^eedskadee  Reclamation  project,  p.  D789  / 

i«<n\InterlLr  fnd  In8ular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R* 
lJ5^d,\to  authorize  the  construction  and  maintenance  by  Interior  of  the 
Fryingpd^- Arkansas  reclamation  project  (H.  Rept.  2427)  .  pp.  147^-69 

12.  WHEAT;  CORN  MEAL.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  13268,  to  authorize  CCC  to 
purchase  flour  and  corn  meal  for  donation  instead  of  having  such  products 
processed  from\its  own  stocks,  pp.  14691-92 


13.  DESERT-LAND  ENTRII 
tries  on  disconnect 
a  compact  unit.  p. 


Passed  with  amendments  S.  359,  to 
;d  tracts  of  land  aggregating  less 
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jrmit  desert  land  en- 
lan  320  acres  and  form 


TRANSPORTATION.  Passed  hnder  suspension  of  the  rujt4s  H.  R.  8382,  to  provide 
for  the  licensing  of  independent  foreign  freight/forwarders  (pp.  14747-48)  ;  and 
H.  R.  474,  to  repeal  Sec.  X17  of  the  Merchant  Marine  Act  of  1936  relating  to 
the  coordination  of  the  forwarding  and  servicing  of  water-borne  export  and 
import  foreign  commerce  of  thh  U.  S.  (p.  1^48). 

FRUITS  AND  NUTS.  Voted  40  to  33  *o  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  H.  R.  11056, 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  so  as  to  extend  restrictions 
on  certain  imported  citrus  ffu'its,  qrled  fruits,  walnuts,  and  dates.  At  the 
request  of  Rep.  McCormack  further  consideration  of  the  bill  was  postponed 
until  Wed. ,  Aug.  6.  pp.  14754-60 

WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  the  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement 
pertaining  to  the  following  watersheds:  Furnace  Brook-Middle  River,  Conn, 
and  Mass.;  Busseron,  Ind. ,  ^rnd  Crooked  Creeky  Iowa;  to  Agriculture  Committee, 
p.  14768 

)17,  RADIO  FREQUENCIES.  The  /Interstate  and  Foreign  Cothmerce  Committee  reported 

with  amendments  S.  J./Res.  106,  to  establish  a  commission  to  investigate  the 
utilization  of  the  radio  and  television  frequencies >allocated  to  agencies 
and  instrumentalities  of  the  Federal  Government  (H.  wy?t.  2355).  p.  14768 


„ 


18.  SALINE  WATER.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee\ordered  reported  with 
amendment  S.  J.  Res,  135,  to  provide  for  the  construction  V>f  demonstration 
plants  for  the  production,  from  saline  waters,  of  water  suitable  for  agricul¬ 
tural,  industrial  and  consumptive  uses.  p.  D789 


19.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Conferees  agreed  to  file  a  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
13015,  the  military  construction  authorization  bill,  p.  D79Q 


NNEL.  Passed  over,  at  the  request  of  Rep,  Ford,  H.  R.  1168,  to 
pay  of  officers  or  employees  to  the  level  of  the  grade  held  before 
grading  in  certain  cases,  p.  14684 

SENATE 


down- 


21.  PRICE  SUPPORTS.  Sen.  Proxmire  criticized  the  cost  of  the  present  price  support 
farm  program  and  inserted  an  economic  analysis  of  the  cost  of  his  bill, 

S.  2952,  which  concluded  that  it  would  be  less  expensive  than  the  present 
program,  pp.  14642-3 


\ 
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RESEARCH.  Passed  as  reported  S.  4039,  to  authorize  the  head  of  any  Government, 
agency  now  making  contracts  for  research  to  grant  funds  for  the  support  of 
such  research,  pp.  14623-4 


23.  PERSONNEL.  Passed  as  reported  H,  R.  7710,  to  provide  for  the  lump  sum  payment 
of  all  accumulated  and  accrued  annual  leave  of  deceased  employees.  p«/14626 


24.  MINERALS^  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed  over  S.  4146,  to /provide  for 


incentive  payments  for  the  production  of  certain  minerals,  p. 

The  interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  without 
Res.  225,  th  extend  until  Jan.  31,  1959,  the  time  for  filing 
study  of  strategic  raw  materials  in  the  Western  hemisphere  ( 
p.  14546 
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sendment  S. 
'report  on  the 
Rept.  2175). 


25.  FISHERIES;  EXTENSION  SERVICE.  Passed  as  reported  S.  2973^  to  establish  a 

fishery  extension  service  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  to  carry  out  co¬ 
operative  fishery  extension  work  with  the  States,  pp/  14627-8 


26. 


H. 


FORESTRY.  Passed  withoutkamendment  the  following  hills: 

S.  3682,  to  authorize  the  Secretary  to  convey/certain  national  forest  lands 
in  Ariz.  to  the  UnivXof  Arlz.  p.  14629 

R.  6038,  to  authorize  transfers  of  land/between  the  Sequoia  National 
Forest  and  the  Kings  Canyon  National  ^arlc,  Calif.  This  bill  will  now 
be  sent  to  the  PresidentV\  p,  14630 

R.  6198,  to  authorize  the  transfer y6f  not  more  than  10  acres  of  land 
from  the  Sequoia  National  Park  to/the  Sequoia  National  Game  Refuge  in 
Sequoia  National  Forest,  CalifKyThis  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p.  14630 
The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Comifiitt^e  reported  with  amendment  S.  4053,  to 
extend  the  boundaries  of  Siskiyou/National^  Forest  (S.  Rept.  2171).  p.  14546 


H. 


27.  DEFENSE  PRODUCTION.  Began  debajte  on  S.  4162,\to  provide  for  the  cancellation 
of  certain  uncollectible  loans  and  operating  Dosses  under  Title  III  of  the 
Defense  Production  Act,  to  increase  (in  effect) Nthe  borrowing  authority  for 
the  defense  stockpile  $300^ million,  pp.  14631-2^14644-50 


28.  MONOPOLIES.  At  the  request  of  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed  Xyer  S.  11,  to  amend  the 
Rob in son- Patman  Act  with  reference  to  equality  of  opportunity,  p,  14618 


29.  WATER  RESOURCES, 
promote  fish  andy 
Secretary  of  t! 
p.  14623 


the  request  of  Sen.  Talmadge,  passed Vver  S.  3185,  to 
rildlife  conservation  by  requiring  prior  approval  by  the 
Interior  of  licenses  issued  under  the  Federal  Power  Act. 


30.  ADMINISTRATIVE  ORDERS.  The  Judiciary  Committee  reported  without  Amendment  H.  R, 
6788,  to /Authorize  the  abbreviation  of  the  record  on  the  review  orNenforcement 
of  order's  of  administrative  agencies  by  the  courts  of  appeals  and  tnte  review 
or  enforcement  of  such  orders  on  the  original  papers  and  to  make  uniform  the 
laws/relating  thereto  (S.  Rept.  2129).  p.  14545 


31.  TOBACCO.  The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S." 
les.  334,  to  direct  the  committee  to  study  marketing  practices  relative  to 
loose  and  tied  tobacco  (S.  Rept.  2163);  which  was  then  referred  to  the  Rules 
and  Administration  Committee,  p.  14546 

The  Agriculture  and  Forestry  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R. 
12840,  to  provide  a  single  acreage  allotment  for  Va.  sun-cured  and  Va.  fire- 
cured  tobaccos  if  farmers  vote  approval  in  a  referendum  (S.  Rept,  2162) 
p.  14546 
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August  5,  1958. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Vinson,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

> 

[To  accompany  H.  R.  13015] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to 
authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for  other 
purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows : 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

TITLE  I 

Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  military 
installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

{Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan:  Administrative  facilities,  $5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama:  Administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$570,000. 
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White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  community  facilities,  $7,981,000. 

{Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $4,680,000. 

{Chemical  Corps ) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,051,000. 

Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $795,000. 


{Signal  Corps ) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,098,000. 


{Corps  of  Engineers ) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,913,000. 

{Transportation  Corps ) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities ,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,634,000. 

{Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado:  Troop  housing,  $862,000. 

FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 


{First  Army  Area) 


Fort  D evens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and  utilities,  $3,749,000. 

{Second  Army  Area) 


Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital  facilities,  family  housing, 
and  real  estate ,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$516,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $498,000. 
Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland:  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

{Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  family  housing,  $3,454,000. 
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Fort  Bragg ,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities ,  $ 762,000 . 

Fort  Campbell ,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 
$847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
hospital  facilities,  $3,505,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,406,000. 


{Fourth  Army  Area) 


Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,000. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housinq,  and 
utilities,  $ 4,258,000 . 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,227,000. 

{ Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana:  Troop  housing,  and  family 
housing,  $i  83,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $1 ,076,000. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities, 

$1,084,000. 

{ Sixth  Army  Area) 


Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$374,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $1 ,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and  training  facilities ,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housinq,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,783,000.' 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona:  Operational  and  training  facilities 
$173,000. 


{Military  Academy) 


United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New  York:  Troop 
housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $5,844,000. 


{Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $273,000. 

{Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311 ,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 


{Alaskan  Area) 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area:  Real  estate,  $7,000. 
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(. Pacific  Command  Area ) 

Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities , 

$240,000, 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 

Fort  Shqfter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities ,  maintenance  facilities,  family 
housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,925,000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $904,000. 

( United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements ,  $4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  402  hereof,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  classified  military  installations  and, 
facilities,  including  those  for  defense  missiles,  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $173,678,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  Army 
installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary 
by  changes  in  Army  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements ,  or  improved  produc¬ 
tion  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
construction  for  inclusion  in  the  neat  military  construction  authorization 
Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances ,  utilities,  and  equipment,  iv  the  total  amount 
of  $17 ,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  imple¬ 
ment,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this 
section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104 .  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954  (08  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  and  sulject 
to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing 
foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricxdtural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454 )  or  through 
other  commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 
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Inside  the  United  States 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico,  200  units'. 

Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Fort  Ilood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  849  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  units. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California ,  160junits. 
United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 

Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466  units. 

OUTSIDE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units:  Provided,  however,  That  no  family 
housing  units  shall  be  constructed  on  Fort  DeRussy. 

( c )  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Maryland,  796  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  400  units. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas,  840  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  500  units. 

Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress ,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “ Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facilities  ( Ordnance 
Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance  Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out 
“$563,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$600,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$44,407 ,000” 
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and  “$134,075,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and 
“$134,112,000” ,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “ Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Under  the  subheading  “ technical  services  facilities  ( Ord¬ 
nance  Corps)” ,  with  respect  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike  out 
“$ 2,865,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,180,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  ( Signal 
Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  strike  out 
“$615,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$731 ,000” ;  and  with  respect  to 
Vint  Hill  Farms  Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1 ,022,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “ technical  services  facilities  ( Corps 
of  Engineers)” ,  with  respect  to  Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$1 ,822,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,815 ,000” . 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (. Med¬ 
ical  Corps)” ,  with  respect  to  Walter  Reed  Army  Medical  Center,  District 
of  Columbia,  strike  out  “$4,412,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$6,714,000”. 

{5)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  ( Second  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out 
“$923,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,264,000” . 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  ( Fourth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,965,000” ;  and  unth  respect  to  Fort  SHI,  Okla¬ 
homa,  strike  out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,454,000” . 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “ field  forces  facilities  ( Sixth  Army 
Area)” ,  'with  respect  to  Ford  Ord,  California,  strike  out  “$1 ,407 ,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,7 ’42,000” . 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  ( Military 
Academy)” ,  with  respect  to  the  United  States  Military  Academy,  New 
kork,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,171 ,000” . 

( b )  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 1 )  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$237 ,320,000” 
and  “$546,387 ,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$244,125 ,000”  and 
“$553,192,000” ,  respectively . 

Sec.  107 .  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section 
101,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  ( Ord¬ 
nance  Corps)” ,  with  respect  to  White  Sands  Proving  Ground ,  New  Mexico, 
strike  out  “$693,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  ( Chem¬ 
ical  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Camp  Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out 
“$913,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,074,000” ;  and  with  respect 
to  Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1 ,044,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  ( Signal 
Corps)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$ 6,856,000 ” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “ $7 ,576,000” . 

( 4 )  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  ( Corps 
of  Engineers)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out 
“$492,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$940,000” . 
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(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Trans¬ 
portation  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  strike  out 
“$1 ,281 ,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,436,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (First  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$54,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “ field  forces  facilities  (Second  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out 
“$ 5,885,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Third  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Benning,  Georgia,  strike  out  “$422,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$616,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  McClellan, 
Alabama,  strike  out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$527,000” . 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Fourth  Army 
Area)” ,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  strike  out  “$2,457,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,846,000” . 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Fifth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ililey,  Kansas,  strike  out  “$1 ,519,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1  ,S92,000” . 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Sixth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  strike  out  “$3,022,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,596,000” ;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord, 
California,  strike  out  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$319,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty -fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section  101,  as 
follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “(Alaskan  Area)” ,  with  respect  to  Wildwood 
Station  (Kenai),  strike  out  “$352,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$516,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$95,010,000” , 
“$35,763,000”,  and  “$ 334,104,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$100,343,000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  “ Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  101  as 
follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “ technical  services  facilities  (Corps  of 
Engineers )”  with  respect  to  Cold  Regions  Laboratory,  Hanover,  New 
Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,496,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$3,787,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty  fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$115 ,624,000”  and  “$293,- 
103,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$ 116,915,000 ”  and  “$294,- 
394,000”. 

Sec.  109.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  finds  after  due  investigation  that  such 
action  would  be  inimical  to  the  national  security,  to  make  available  to 
the  Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  or  his  designee, 
the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas.  Upon  such  property  being 
made  available,  the  Administrator  or  his  designee  is  authorized  and 
directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  for  the  sale  of  such  properly 
in  lots  or  in  its  entirety  under  public  bid  procedures  and  at  not  less  than 
the  fair  market  value  and  to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed,  all  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  United  States,  except  as  retained  in  this  Act,  in  and  to 
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such  property  to  any  legal  person  or  group  except  Government  agencies 
or  departments  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Administrator  or 
his  designee  determines  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(b)  Any  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a) 
hereof  shall  include  the  following  conditions: 

(. 1 )  All  mineral  rights,  including  gas  and  oil,  in  the  lands  to  be 
conveyed  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States; 

(, 2 )  The  San  Jacinto  property  shall  be  offered  for  sale  within 
twenty-four  months  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act; 

(3)  Title  in  and  to  such  property  shall  remain  in  the  United  States 
until  full  payment  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  is  made. 

(c)  In  the  event  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  is  made  available  to 
the  General  Services  Administration  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
sections  ( a )  and  (b)  hereof,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  such  sums  as  are  necessary  not  to  exceed 
$40,000,000  to  establish  and  construct,  including  land  acquisition,  re¬ 
placement  facilities  to  the  extent  required  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Alabama, 
or  any  other  location  selected  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  modify  the  require¬ 
ments  of  section  2662  of  title  10  of  the  United  States  Code  relative  to  com¬ 
ing  into  agreement  with  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  real  estate  actions. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201 .  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  military 
installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  re¬ 
habilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for  the  following 
projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $14-1,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Carolina:  Drydock,  design,  plans 
and  engineering  studies  preliminary  to  initiation  of  construction, 
$500,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $6,000,000:  Provided,  however,  That  no  more  than  $500,000 
of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for  protective  works  until  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  determines  in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  action  has  been  taken 
or  arrangements  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  shipyard. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $1 ,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$2,546,000. 
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AVIATION  FACILITIES 

(. Naval  Air  Training  Stations ) 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Troop  housing, 
$1  Ml, 000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utiHties  and  ground 
improvements,  $14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real  estate, 
$4,679,000. 

{Fleet  Support  Air  Stations ) 

Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities ,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $80,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1 42,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  troop 
housing,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$11,215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
supply  facilities ,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San  Diego,  California:  Operational 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $7 ,000,000. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  $142,000. 

{Marine  Corps  Air  Stations ) 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate,  $4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona:  Operational 
and  training  facilities  and  real  estate,  $8,946,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  North  Carolina:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $1 ,003 ,000 . 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  $2,158,000. 

t2 
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0 Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 
Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
utilities,  and  operational  and  training  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air  Station, 
Patuxent  River,  Maryland,  $17,666,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development  and 
test  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing  ( including  operational 
and  training  facilities  and  troop  housing  on  San  Nicolas  Island;  and 
maintenance  facilities,  research ,  development  and  test  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements  at  Camp 
Cooke),  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Nazal  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Utilities,  $2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Administrative  facilities, 
$128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California:  Administrative  facilities, 

$146,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $280,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  South  Carolina:  Utili¬ 
ties,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 
$206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $241 ,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,517 ,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 

Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Virginia:  Research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory ,  White  Oak,  Maryland:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  a.nd  test  facilities ,  $601,000. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 


11 


SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy ,  Annapolis ,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $1 ,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Operational  facilities, 
$650,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1 ,868,000. 

Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $4,648,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland:  Hospital  and 
medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $38,654,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 

AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1 ,271 ,000. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities,  $165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $3,824,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply  facilities, 
$3,060,000. 
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COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara,  Eritrea:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities ,  $1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $219,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $519,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities,  $890,000. 

Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  classified 
naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and 
equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $7 5 ,801 ,000 . 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  naval 
installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction  made  necessary 
by  changes  in  Navy  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  new  and  un¬ 
foreseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  construction  authorization 
Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $1 7,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee, 
shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  imple¬ 
ment,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under 
this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  204-  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4 07  of  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  and  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  housing 
for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities  at  the  following 
locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
195 j  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units,  and  community  facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units,  and  community  facilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  units,  and  community 
facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public 
quarters  at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Brusnwick,  Maine,  277  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina,  800  units. 
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Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  849  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  80  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington,  550  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands  Proving  Grounds, 
New  Mexico,  51  units. 

Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  California,  1,000  units,  to  be  constructed  on 
land,  including  the  following  tracts  which  are  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy  by  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  of  General  Services  without  reimbursement:  GSA  H-Cal  546B; 
and  GSA  H-Cal  587 . 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  If.  M.  Smith,  Oahu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  80  units. 

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404  (of  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat,.  652),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  1,562  units. 

Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Twenty-nine  Palms,  California,  493 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida,  96  units. 

Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Haryland,  885  units. 

Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Florida,  892  units. 

Squantum  Gardens,  Massachusetts,  150  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  584,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “ medical  facilities” ,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike  out  “$12,815 ,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$18,979,000” . 

( b )  Public  Law  584 ,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$ 139,148,000 ” 
and  “$266,927 ,000” ,  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$140,- 
807,000 ”,  and  “$268,091 ,000” . 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202,  “$70,656,000” ,  and  inserting  in 
place  thereof  “$72,785 ,000” . 

(1 b )  Public  Law  584,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000” , 
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and  “$210,704,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof  “$772,- 
785,000 ”,  and  “$212,833,000”. 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty -fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  201  as  follows: 

( 1 )  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facilities” ,  with  respect 
to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  strike  out 
“$648,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  $778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities” ,  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike 
out  “$370,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$411 ,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  “Outside  Continental  United  States”  in  section 
201,  as  follows: 

Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities” ,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  by  striking  out 
“$6,525,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,063,000”  and  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out 
“$ 8,589,800 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800” . 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 2 )  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$308,463,600” , 
“$108,365,300” ,  and  “$575 ,592,300”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$308,634,600”,  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,801,300”. 

Sec.  208.  ( a )  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section 
201,  as  follows: 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “ fleet  base  facilities” ,  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “ $11 ,672,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,601 ,000” . 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  ( Naval  Air  Training 
Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase  Field, 
Texas,  strike  out  “$2,247,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,569,000” ; 
and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  ' Meridian ,  Mis¬ 
sissippi,  strike  out  “$8,231 ,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$9,141 ,000” . 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “ aviation  facilities  ( Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
North  Carolina,  strike  out  “$170,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$273,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “ service  school  facilities” ,  with  respect 
to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike 
out  “$237 ,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000” ,  and  with  respect 
to  the  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$8,413,- 
000”  a,nd  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000” . 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities” ,  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$12,730,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,754,000” . 

( b )  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
bv  striking  out  in  section  203  “$ 85 ,939,000 ”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$86,711,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty -fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  ( 2 )  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$303,453,000” , 
“ $85 ,939,000” ,  and  “$451 ,393,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$312, 004, 000”,  “$86,711, 000”,  and  “$460, 716, 000”. 
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Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended  under 
the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  201  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special  Purpose  Air 
Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point 
Mugu,  California,  insert  before  “$ 7 ,669,000 ”  the  words  “and  land 
acquisition,” . 

TITLE  III 

Sec.  801.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  convert¬ 
ing,  rehabilitating ,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  for 
the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont:  Troop  housing, 
$990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities ,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities, 
community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota:  Mainte¬ 
nance,  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,176,000. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721 ,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities , 
$3,689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical  facilities, 

$122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,799,000. 

Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and  groun 
improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach,  New  York: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 
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Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing,  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3 ,992 ,000 . 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $6,696,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Maintenance  facilities, 
arid  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1 ,177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1 ,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utilities,  $157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania:  Supply  facilities, 
$94,000. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1 ,560 ,000 . 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Administrative 
facilities,  $1 ,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $6,169,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,- 
362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community 
facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $11 ,037,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California;  Research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test  facili¬ 
ties,  supply ,  facilities ,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico:  Maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $165,000. 
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Patrick  Air  force  Base ,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational  and  trainivn 

tr0°P  *"“**.  community  faSS, 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

School [  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio 
9.f.eratlonal  and  training  facilities,  research,  development  and 
^  ■/"''daies,'  supply  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities  utilities  and  around 

improvements,  $12,000,000.  r  es,  ana  ground 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational  and  trainina 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $979  000  ' 

ln?Zf  r°m  ^  F°rCex  Austin’  Texas:  Operational  and  trainina 

wgaVlUe  n  a  n  eeJan  htl  es  >  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 

I  For%  Ba*l;  Santoul ,  Illinois ;  Troop  housing,  $640,000. 

ig  Av  I  o/ce  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  housing,  $400  000 
Greenville  Air  Force  Base r  Greenville,  Mississippi:  Operational  and 

training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208  000  7  7 

mOfiOO.  C°nnaUy  ^  F°m  BaK-  WaC°’  Tems:  Trool>  housing, 

J&fitffiSo**  Fh°miX’  AHZ°m:  and 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,213  000 
McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $2,119,000.  1  UL  ,nm  ana 

fnr/ldf11  iFl>  lyC(  BaSe'  yddosta,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,432,000.  ' 

$358000Air  FOrC€  B<lSe’  LaS  Vegas’  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities, 

$319  000  ^  F°rCe  BaSC’  Sherman>  Texas:  Maintenance  facilities, 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  and 
,  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000  1 

f  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Operational  and 

training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,05 1,000.  rising,  community 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nevada:  Supply  facilities,  administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $571,000. ' 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  maintenance  of  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

\  \  ebb  Air  force  Base  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and 
real  esuue,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,361,000. 
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CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop  housing, 
$1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$11,689,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia,  Utilities,  $172,000. 

HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,987 ,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,87 J+, 000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstovm,  New  Jersey:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$3, 901  ',000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Troop  housing,  $423,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,051 ,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  troop  housin'!,  and  utilities,  $4,280,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7 ,868 ,000 . 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,080,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blythemlle,  Arkansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1 ,654,000. 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities ,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $7 ,996 ,000 . 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,257 ,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate  ,$4,188,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,734,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1 ,939,000. 
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Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $4, 174, 000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  ank 
utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1 ,846,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $2,931 ,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,703,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $1,489,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $3,401 ,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $897,000. 

Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,250,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $11 ,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8 ,577 ,000 . 

Malmstrom.  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Operational  and 
training  facilities ,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $1 ,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,344,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,137 ,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,039,000.  ' 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York:  Supply  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $208,000. 
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Richard,  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville,  Wisconsin:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities ,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $ 15,552.000 . 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2 ,852 ,000 . 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,997 ,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8 ,431,000. 

W estover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachusetts:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $945,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,185,000. 

TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 

George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Maintenance  facilities , 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South  Carolina:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
community  facilities,  $1 ,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop  housing,  $591,000. 

Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $4,707 ,000. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1 ,839,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,474,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Ope?  ational  and  training  facilities,  $563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $169,833,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Various  locations:  Supply  facilities  and  utilities,  $696,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$710,000. 
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King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improvements 
and  real  estate,  $24,986,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $1 ,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 

PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island:  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $15 ,688,000. 


STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Base  Base,  Guam:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities ,  and  supply  facilities,  $1 ,508,000. 

Barney  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and,  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $21 ,431 ,000. 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$19,952,000. 


AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $315,000. 

Sec.  302.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  402  hereof,  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop  classified  military  installations 
and  facilities  for  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  tern- 
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porary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appur¬ 
tenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  oj  $ 269,100,000 . 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  oj  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons  develop¬ 
ments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or 
improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  national 
security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct,  convert, 
rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances ,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17 ,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed 
Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon 
reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any 
public  work  undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  SOJf..  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  4 07  of  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954  ( 68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of  this  Ad,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities  at  the 
following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act 
of  1954  ( 68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  France,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines ,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid- Torrej on  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and  community  facilities. 

Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 

Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93  units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 

Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  83  units. 

Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110  units. 

Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55  units,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  22  units. 

Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259  units. 

Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amend¬ 
ments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
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is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

Inside  the  United  States 

Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  970  units. 

Bunker  Bill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 

Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  275  units. 

Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  550  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  365  units. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  778  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 

Griifiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  270  units. 

Hamilton  Air  Face  Base,  California,  550  units. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 

James  Connolly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  595  units. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lakes  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  668  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1 ,450  units. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 

Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  150  units. 
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Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 

Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units, 

Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 

Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  300  units. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

W estover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  15 5  units. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan  ,  618  units. 

OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  is  authorized  to  acquire  family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 

Davi s-Mon than  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500  units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 

Wright-P alter  son  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended,  under  the  heading  “  Continental  United  States”  in 
section  SOI  as  follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” ,  with  respect  to  Otis 
Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$6,076,000” ,  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,522,000” . 

Under  the  subheading  “air  material  command” ,  with  respect  to 
Wright-P alter  son  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio,  strike  out  “$ 14,508,000 ” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$15,800,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$ 824,300,000 ” 
and  “$1 ,363,189,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$826,038,000” 
and  “$1 ,364,927 ,000” ,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”,  in 
section  301,  as  follows: 
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Under  the  subheading  “  air  defense  command ” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minne- 
sota,strikeout“$l  ,469,000”  andinsertinplacethereof“$l  ,636,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Afassa- 
chusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$13,341,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”,  with  respect  to 
Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out  “$1 ,839,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  “$1 ,661 ,000” . 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command ”,  with  respect  to 
James  Connolly  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas,  strike  out  “$4,687,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereoj  “$5,301 ,000” . 

Under  the  subheading  “ strategic  air  command”  with  respect  to 
Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out  “$!,- 
586,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,726,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty -jourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause ■  (8)  of  section  402  the  amounts  “$811 ,342,000” 
and  “$1,447,950,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$ 814,849,000 ” 
and  “$1 ,450 ,957 ,000” ,  respectively . 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended, 
under  the  heading  “ Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301,  as 
follows: 

Under  the  subheading  “  ai r  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana, 
strike  out  “$ 2,048,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,390,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$1 ,100,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,848,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota, 
strike  out  “$ 6,804,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$8,507 ,000” . 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts , 
strike  out  “$559,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$615,000” . 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command” ,  with  respect  to 
Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas,  strike  out  “$899,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,128,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command” ,  with  respect  to 
Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas,  strike  out  “$460,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof.  “$637,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “ strategic  air  command” — 

( 1 )  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisi¬ 
ana,  strike  out  “$ 3,344,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “ $3 ,633 ,000” . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville ,  California, 
strike  out  “$7 ,458,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$9,087,000”. 

(8)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida, 
strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 ,268,000” . 

( 4 )  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth, 
New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$ 2,344,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,947,000”. 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$306,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty  fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  ( 8 )  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$ 394,076,000 ”  and 
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“$601 ,781 ,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  and 
“$607 ,460 ,000” ,  respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended, 
under  the  heading  “alert  and  dispersal  of  strategic  air  command 
forces”  in  section  1,  as  follows: 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895 ,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,892,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota, 
strike  out  “$867 ,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1 .479,000” . 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain 
Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$ 4,380,000 ”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,479,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska,  strike 
out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$969,000” . 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,670,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$552,657 ,000” .  _ 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  Act,  as  amended  (68 
Stat.  49),  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  the  figure 
“$135 ,425 ,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  the  figure  “$139,797 ,000” . 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the  heading  “research  and 
development  command ”  in  title  III  of  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress  (69  Stat.  342),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  Various  Locations:  Research,  development,  and  operational  facilities 
(including  not  more  than  $357,000  for  an  off-base  roadway  approximately 
ten  miles  in  length  in  the  vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape  Cana¬ 
veral — an  auxiliary  to  Patrick  Air  Force  Base)  $20,000,000.” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is  effective  from  March  1,  1956. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401 .  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  required  for  advanced  research  projects  and  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith  may  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  shall,  prior  to  the 
utilization  of  the  funds  authorized  by  Sections  102  and  302  of  this  Act 
for  establishing  or  developing  classihed  military  installations  and  facilities 
for  defense  missiles  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force,  respectively,  determine  with  respect  to  each  defended  area,  which 
missile  or  combination  of  missiles  will  be  employed  in  that  area.  In 
making  such  determination,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  have  the  author¬ 
ity  to  transfer  such  funds  as  may  be  made  available  pursuant  to  the 
authorizations  contained  in  such  sections  for  such  installations  and 
facilities,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
as  the  case  may  be,  to  enable  such  Secretaries  to  utilize  the  authority 
contained  in  such  sections  in  accordance  with  such  determinations. 

Sec.  403.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in  detail  semiannually 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  the  authority  granted  by  this  title. 
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TITLE  X7 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  each  military 
department  may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and  facilities 
under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  8648  and  3734  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  529,  Jt0  U.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and  sec¬ 
tions  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  au¬ 
thority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes 
authority  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  before 
title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though  the  land  is  held  tempo¬ 
rarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority 
to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned  land, 
or  otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appropriations ,  for  public 
works  projects  authorized  by  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed — 

(1 )  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States,  $109,556,000;  outside 
the  United  States,  $ 8,732,000 ;  section  102,  $178,678,000;  section 
103,  $17,500,000;  or  a  total  of  $309,466,000. 

(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States,  $216,809,000;  outside 
the  United  States,  $16,384,000;  section  202,  $75,801 ,000;  section 
203,  $17,500,000;  or  a  total  of  $ 325,994,000 . 

(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States,  $542,161 ,000;  outside 
the  United  States,  $ 128,654,000 ;  section  302,  $269,100,000;  section 
803,  $17,500,000;  or  a  total  of  $952,415,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV:  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this 
Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  increased  by  5 
per  centum  for  projects  inside  the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for 
projects  outside  the  United  States.  However,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects 
in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  provided  by  the  Act  of 
September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119),  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat. 
824),  cind  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991),  for  the  provision  of 
family  housing  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of  family  housing 
at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund  family  housing  is 
authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles  I  and  III  of  this  Act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with  section  2313 
(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made  under  this 
Act  for  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  installations 
and  facilities  in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the  carrying 
out  of  this  Act;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General  have 
agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  adequately  auditing  those  con¬ 
tracts;  the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the  requirements 
of  that  section. 
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Sec.  506.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the  United  States  for 
; performance  within  the  United  States,  its  territories  and  possessions, 
under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of 
the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards 
and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  supervision  is  wholly 
impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  of  another  Department  or  Government  agency,  and  shall  be 
awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest 
responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not  be  impaired  and  the 
award  is  consistent  with  chapter  187  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  {69  Stat.  547,  551).  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  departments  shall 
report  semiannually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other 
than  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authorization  for  military  public 
works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  department  in 
connection  with  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  installations 
and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor,  that 
are  contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not  superseded 
or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are  repealed,  except — 

(1 )  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appropriations  therefor 
that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain  the  general 
provisions; 

{2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as  to  which 
appropriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for  construction  contracts 
or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for  family  housing 
in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section  802  of 
the  Act  of  July  14, 1952  {66  Stat.  606,  622); 

{4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the  appropriation  of 
funds  that  are  contained  in  sections  2231-2288  of  title  10,  United 
States  Code,  as  amended  {50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886); 

{5)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the  Line  of  Com¬ 
munications,  France,  in  the  amount  of  $30,000,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102 ,  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  {66  Stat.  606,  609); 

{6)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the 
Act  of  September  28,  1951  {65  Stat.  336,  343); 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the  appropriation 
of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act  of  April  1,  1954  {68  Stat.  47), 
as  amended;  and 

{8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  {71  Stat.  531,  558),  the  authorization  for: 

{a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of  $1,850,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia,  that  is  contained  in 
title  II,  section  201  under  the  heading  “  Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities”  of  the  Act 
of  August  7,  1953  {67  Stat.  440,  44%),  as  amended; 

{b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $225,000 
at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  El  Centro,  California; 
navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at  the  Marine 
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Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California;  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $ 1,804,000  at  the  Naval  Air 
Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jersey;  and  navigational 
aids  in  the  amount  of  $400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  'Station, 
Whidbey  Island,  Washington:  that  are  contained  in  title  11, 
section  201,  under  the  heading,  “Continental  United 
States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities ”  of  the  Act 
of  July  27,  1954  (68  Slat.  585,  540),  as  amended; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $ 2,638,000  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  202, 
of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  543),  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  236, 
245),  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  852), 
as  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  including  1961,  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively ,  are  author¬ 
ized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or  near  military  tactical  installations 
for  assignment  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel  and  their  depend¬ 
ents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  or  his  designee ;  that  there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing 
facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical  installations.  Such  housing 
facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a  family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more 
than  five  thousand  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Ex¬ 
penditures  for  the  rental  of  such  housing  facilities  may  be  made  out  of 
appropriations  available  for  maintenance  and  operation  but  may  n  >t 
exceed  $150  a  month  for  any  such  unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3, 1956  (70  Stat.  991, 1015), 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may  acquire 
any  interest  in  land  that — 

“(1)  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the  interest  of 
national  defense;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive  of  administra¬ 
tive  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency  judgments) . 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of  the  same  project, 
of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land,  that  together  cost  more  than 
$25,000.” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Ad  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 
1016),  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end 
thereof: 

“(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is  urgently  required  shall  be 
necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is  not  in  excess  of  $5,000.” 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957 
(71  Stat.  581,  556),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  and  effective 
July  1,  1958,  no  fam  ily  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  far  or  acquired 
at  or  in  support  of  military  installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual 
number  of  units  involved  has  been  specifically  authorized  by  an  annual 
military  construction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  housing  units  acquired 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the  Housing  Amendm  ents  of 
1955;  (2)  housing  units  leased,  utilizing  available  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  appropriations ,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  renewable  or  not, 
or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  417  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991.  1018). 
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Sec.  513.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  construction 
of  family  housing  contained  in  subsections  10 f  (a),  20 f  (a)  and  304  (a) 
of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units  of  family  housing  contracted  for 
during  fiscal  year  1959  -pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such  sub¬ 
sections  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  four  thousand  units.  The  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be  constructed  by 
each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this 
subsection. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  contained  in  subsection  1  Of  ( b ),  204  (b),  and  304  (b)  of  this  Act, 
the  total  number  of  units  of  family  housing  contracted  for  during  fiscal 
year  1959  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such  subsections  shall 
not  exceed  a  total  of  thirty  thousand,  units.  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the 
military  services  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 
The  Secretaries  of  the  three  military  departments,  or  the  designee  of  each, 
shall  promptly  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and 
House  of  Representatives  of  any  determination  made  hereunder  a,s  it 
afifects  each  such  department. 

( c )  To  the  extent  that  any  of  the  authorizations  contained  in  sub¬ 
sections  104  (b),  204  ( b ),  and  304  (b)  of  this  Act  to  construct  housing  at 
locations  specified  therein  are  not  utilized,  such  authorizations  may  be 
exercised  to  construct  housing  at  other  locations,  eocept  that  ( 1 )  the  total 
number  of  housing  units  to  be  constructed  under  the  authority  of  this 
subsection  by  any  service  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total 
number  of  units  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  that  service  under  sub¬ 
sections  104  ( b ),  204  ( b ),  or  304  ( b ),  as  the  case  may  be,  and  (2)  the 
total  number  of  units  constructed  by  the  three  services  pursuant  to  this 
authority  shall  not,  when  added  to  the  total  number  of  units  constructed 
pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b),  and 
304  (b),  exceed  the  total  number  of  units  authorized  to  be  contracted  for 
by  subsection  ( b )  hereof. 

(d)  Section  404  (c)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955,  as  amended, 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  (1)  Condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pursuant  to  this  section 
shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  August  1 , 
1888  (25  Stat.  357;  40  U.  S.  C.  257),  as  amended,  or  any  other  applicable 
Federal  statute.  Before  any  such  condemnation  proceedings  are  insti¬ 
tuted,  an  effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  the  property  involved  by  negotia¬ 
tion.  In  any  such  condemnation  proceedings,  and  in  the  interests  of 
expedition,  the  issue  of  just  compensation  may  be  determined  by  a  com¬ 
mission  of  three  qualified,  disinterested,  persons  to  be  appointed  by  the 
court.  Any  commission  appointed  hereunder  shall  have  the  powers  of 
a  master  provided  in  subdivision  (c)  of  rule  53  of  the  Federal  Rules  of 
Civil  Procedure  and,  proceedings  before  it  shall  be  governed  by  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subdivision  (d)  of  such  rule.  Its 
action  and  report  shall  be  determined  by  a  majority  and  its  findings  and 
report  shall  have  the  effect,  and  be  dealt  with  by  the  court  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  prescribed  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  (e)  of  such 
rule.  Trial  of  all  issues,  other  than  just  compensation,  shall  be  by  the 
court. 

“(2)  In  any  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pursuant  to  this 
section,  the  court  shall  not  order  the  party  in  possession  to  surrender  pos¬ 
session  in  advance  of  fi  nal  judgment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has 
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been  Med,  and  a  deposit  of  the  amount  estimated  to  be  just  compensation 
has  been  made,  under  the  -first  section  of  the  Act  ojf  February  26,  1981 
(46  Stat.  1421),  providing  for  such  declarations.  Unless  title  is  in 
dispute,  the  court,  upon  application,  shall  promptly  pay  to  the  owner  at 
least  75  per  centum  of  the  amount  so  deposited,  but  such  payment  shall 
be  made  without  prejudice  to  any  party  to  the  proceeding.  In  the  event 
that  condemnation  proceedings  are  instituted  in  accordance  with  proced¬ 
ures  under  such  Act  of  February.  26,  1931,  the  court  shall  order  that  the 
amount  deposited  shall  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  or  over  a  period  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  five  years  in  accordance  with  stipulations  executed  by  the  parties 
in  the  proceedings.  In  connection  with  condemnation  proceedings  which 
do  not  utilize  the  procedures  under  such  Act,  the  Secretary  or  his  designee, 
after  final  judgment  of  the  court,  may  pay  or  agree  to  pay  in  a  lump  sum 
or,  in  accordance  with  stipulations  executed  by  the  parties  to  the  proceed¬ 
ings,  over  a  period  not  exceeding  five  years  the  difference  between  the  out¬ 
standing  principal  obligation,  plus  accrued  interest,  and  the  price  for 
the  property  fixed  by  the  court.  Unless  such  payment  is  made  in  a  lump 
sum,  the  unpaid,  balance  thereof  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  Per 
centum  per  annum.” 

Sec.  514-  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of 
this  Act  shall  be  deemed  ta  authorize  any  building  construction  project 
within  the  continental  United  States  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

( 1 )  $82  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  warehousing; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(8)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

{4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 

unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of  special  circum¬ 
stances,  application  to  such  project  of  the  limitations  on  unit  costs  con¬ 
tained  in  this  section  is  impracticable. 

Sec.  515.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Military  Construction  Act  of  1958”. 

Sec.  516.  Section  407  (e)  of  Public  Law  85-241,  approved  August  80, 
1957,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “July  1,  1960”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “July  1,  1961”. 

TITLE  VI 

RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 

Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows: 

( 1 )  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that  precedes  clause  ( 1 )  thereof  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“§  2238.  Acquisition 

“(a)  Subject  to  sections  2238a,  2234,  2235,  2236,  and  2238  of  this  title 
and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  may — ”. 

( 2 )  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsections 
at  the  end  thereof: 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  procure  advance  planning. ,  con¬ 
struction  design,  and  architectural  services  in  connection  with  facilities  to 
be  established  or  developed  under  this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise 
authorized  by  law. 

“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not  be  considered 
1 military  public  works’  under  the  provisions  of  the  military  construction 
authorization  acts  that  repeal  prior  authorizations  for  military  public 
works.” 

(8)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted  after  section  2233: 
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“§  2238a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is  more  than  $ 50,000  may  be  made 
under  section  2233  of  this  title  for  any  facility  that  has  not  been  authorized, 
by  a  law  authorizing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve 
forces.  This  requirement  does  not  apply  to  the  following: 

“(a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  expanded,  rehabilitated,  con¬ 
verted,  or  equipped  to  restore  or  replace  facilities  damaged  or  destroyed, 
where  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of 
that  action.” 

(A)  The  analysis  of  chapter  183  is  amended  by  inserting  the  following 
new  item: 

“2233a.  Limitation.” 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  8  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of 
1950,  as  amended  by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August.  9,  1955,  chapter 
662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29,  1957, 
Public  Law  85-215  (71  Stat.  4-89),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words 
“in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $ 580,000,000  over  a  period  of  the  next  eight, 
fiscal  years  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951,” . 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as 
amended  by  section  414  °f  the  Act  of  August  8,  1956,  chapter  939  (70 
Stat.  1018),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “and  without  regard 
to  the  monetary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this  section” . 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following  facilities  for 
reserve  forces: 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Navy: 

NAVAL  RESERVE  ( AVIATION ) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia: 
Training  facilities.  $480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Supply  facilities  and  utilitiesr 
$259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  facilities ,  utilities t 
and  land  acquisition,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Lllinois:  Navigational  aids  and  utilities,. 
$179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan:  Airfield  lighting,  $147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  liquid  fueling  and  dispensing  facilities,  airfield  lighting,  and 
land  acquisition,  $1 ,992,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin  Callender  Field),  Louisiana : 
Administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  navigational  aids,  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  supply  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  land 
acquisition  ,  $2 ,44?  ,000 . 

Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  New  York:  Airfield  lighting,  $130,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities , 
$570,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts:  Utilities , 
$407,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Utilities,  $99,000. 
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NAVAL  RESERVE  ( SURFACE ) 

Alameda,  California:  Waterfront  operational  facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloomington,  Indiana:  Trainina 
facilities ,  $95,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Boston,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Training  facilities,  $108,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia,  Washington:  Training 
facilities,  $81,000.  * 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  ChUlicothe,  Ohio:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $100,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Danville,  Kentucky:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk,  New  York:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  New  York:  Waterfront  operational  facilities,  $120,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward,  California:  Training 
facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Honolulu,  Hawaii: 
Training  facilities,  $5 15,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  ■  Facility ,  Iowa  City,  Iowa:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana:  Communica¬ 
tions,  $210,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  ( Tumwater ),  Washing¬ 
ton:  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  California:  Training 
facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port  Chicago,  California:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $94,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Jose,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Land  acquisition,  $78,000. 

Saint  Petersburg,  Florida:  Waterf  ront  operational  facilities ,  $26,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Steubenville,  Ohio: 
Land  acquisition,  $18,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White  Oak  (Lewiston),  Maryland: 
Training  facilities,  $557,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima,  Washington:  Training 
facilities,  $48,000. 


MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  ( GROUND ) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Lynchburg ,  Virginia:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $388,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Memphis,  Tennessee:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities ,  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Moline,  Illinois: 
Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Training  facilities ,  $163,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 
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AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $129,000. 

Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  utilities  and  ground,  improvements,  and  land  acquisition, 
$3, 174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Maintenance  facility ,  $97,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Connecticut:  Maintenance  facility  and 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $160,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Maintenance  facility ,  and  supply 
facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance  facility , 
and.  operational  and  training  facilities ,  $173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton,  Missouri:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1 01 ,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  ( Alvin  Callender  Field),  Orleans  Parish,  Louisiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities ,  $ 622,000 . 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania:  Maintenance  facility , 
$93,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  hospital  and  medical  facilities ,  $171,000. 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $740,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota:  Site  improve¬ 
ments,  $500,000. 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birmingham,  Alabama:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Virginia:  Supply  facilities,  $50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities,  $78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines,  Iowa:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements.  $1 .308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport,  Mississippi:  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $362,000. 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Texas;  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $1 ,862,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $159,000. 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$1,136,000. 
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Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $570,000. 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martinsburg,  West  Virginia:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  $128,000. 

O'Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,099,000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $127,000. 

Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Supply  facilities  and 
maintenance  facilities,  $233,000. 

Rosecrans  Field,  Saint.  Joseph,  Missouri:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico:  Supply 
facilities,  $70,000. 

Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Operational  and  traininq  fa¬ 
cilities,  $655,000. 

Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $715,000. 

Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence,  Rhode  Island:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $213,000. 

Travis  Field,  SavannaK,  Georgia:  Housing,  supply  facilities  and 
utilities,  $317,000. 

Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  barriers,  $300,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Batavia,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 

Beckley ,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Beloit,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Canandaigua,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 

Canton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Durant,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Fremont,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Galesburg,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Greenwood,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $85,000. 

Hempstead,  New  York  ( Nr2 ):  Training  facilities,  $536,000. 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Kewaunee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Madison,  Wisconsin  (Nr2) :  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  (Nr2) :  Training  facilities ,  $449,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Salinas,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 

Sinton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  California:  Training  facilities ,  $164,000. 

Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

San  Jose,  California:  Road  improvements,  $32,000. 

Land  acquisition:  Training  facilities ,  $419,000. 
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Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

( armory ) 

Ackerman,  Atississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Agawam ,  Ma  ssachusetts :  Training  facilities ,  $210, 000 . 
Amarillo,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $281,000. 

Asheville,  North  Carolina:  'Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Ashford,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Atlanta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Batesburg,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Batesville,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 
Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities ,  $200,000. 
Belfast,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Belmont,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Belton,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 
Belton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $86,000. 

Berry  mile,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities ,  $45,000. 

Berry  mile,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Bethel,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $ 45,000 . 
Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities.  $270,000. 
Bridgeport,  Alabama:  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Brunswick,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $185,000. 

Calhoun,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 

Camden,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Catskill,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 
Chesterfield,  South  Carolina.  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Clarksburg,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 
Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Clover,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Cody,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $148,000. 

Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Crossville,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Cuero,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

Culver  City,  California  :  Training  facilities,  $88,000. 

Dallas  Number  5,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $154,000. 
Dayton,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $87,000. 

Eatonton,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Edna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

El  Campo,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $104,000. 

Espanola,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Fairbanks,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 
Farmville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Fontana,  California:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Franklin,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Fredericktown,  Missouri:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 
Gainesville,  Florida:  Training  facilities,  $120,000. 
Gainesville,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $111,000. 
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Gardiner,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $ 75,000 . 

Gassaway,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 
Greensboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $857,000. 
Greenville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $165,000. 

Hammonton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Harriman,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities ,  $91,000. 
Hendersonville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $120,000. 
Hollister,  California:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Honey  Grove,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Houston  Number  1,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $823,000. 
Houston  Number  2 ,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $264,000. 

Jerome,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

Johnston,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Juncos,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 

Juneau,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 

Kannapolis,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $109,000. 
Kealakekua,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities,  $145,000. 

Ketchikan,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 

Keyser,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Kingsport,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities ,  $165,000. 

Lake  City,  South  Carolina,:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Lasker-Woodland,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $103,000. 
Laurinburg,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Lincolnton,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $260,000. 

Livingston,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91 ,000. 

Logan,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 

Lovell,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Marietta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 
Middleboro,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 

Millinocket,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Minneapolis,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $88,000. 

Nashville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

New  Bern,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91 ,000. 

New  London,  Connecticut:  Training  facilities,  $360,000. 

Norfolk,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $441 ,000. 

Northwest  St.  Paul,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 
Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Ocean  Springs,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Pacolet  Mills,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Patchogue,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 

Persons,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91 ,000. 

Phoenix,  Arizona:  Training  facilities,  $65,000. 

Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 

Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Preston,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 

Pulaski,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Quitman,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Reynolds,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Richmond,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $441,000. 

Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
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Rockingham ,  North  Carolina: Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Roseboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Saco,  Maine:  $150,000. 

Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities,  $15,000. 

Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $161,000. 

Salem,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

San  Fernando,  California:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

San  Rafael  {Fairfax),  California:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Saranac  Lake,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Saugus,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 

Shallotte,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Sitka,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $ 4 5, 000. 

Smithfield,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Smithtown,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Socorro,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities ,  $57,000. 

South  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $360,000. 

South  Pittsburg,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities ,  $91,000. 

South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities ,  $150,000. 

Saint  George,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Stillwater,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities,  $37,000. 

Storm  Lake,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Sturgis,  Michigan:  Training  facilities ,  $220,000. 

Swanton,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 

Tell  City,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 

Texarkana,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $153,000. 

Twin  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities ,  $90,000. 

Valparaiso,  Indiana:  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 

Ventura,  California:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

Wahoo,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

Wallace,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Waverly,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Waynesboro,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Weston,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 

Whitman,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 

Whitmire,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Winnemucca,  Nevada:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 

Yates,  Center,  Kansas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

Yuma,  Arizona:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

{NON  ARMORY) 

Anchorage,  Alaska:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities,  $192,000. 
Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities,  $190,000. 
Burlington,  Vermont:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities,  $208,000. 
Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$325,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $279,000. 
Camp  Butner,  North  Carolina:  Supply  facilities,  $353,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Maintenance  facilities ,  $80,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities ,  $120,000. 

Camp  Shelby,  Mississippi,  Maintenance  facilities ,  $165,000. 
Columbia,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,000. 
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Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$145,000. 

Culbertson,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $73,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Administrative  and  suvvlv  facilities 

$113,000. 

Kalispell,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $67,000. 

Nashville,  Tennessee:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities,  $493,000. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah:  Maintenance  facilities,  $235,000. 

Trenton,  New  Jersey:  Supply  facilities,  $80,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  necessary  by  changes 
in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  forces  units,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
facilities  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing  appropriations  for 
specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  interests 
of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any 
facility  to  be  undertaken  under  this  subsection. 

Sec.  604-  The  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  does  not  apply  to — - 

(a)  jacilities  that — 

(1)  have  been  the  subject  oj  consultation  with  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  oj  the  Senate  and  the  House  oj  Representatives  bejore 
July  1,  1958; 

(2)  are  under  contract  bejore  July  1,  1960 ;  and 

(3)  are  funded  from,  appropriations  made  bejore  the  date  oj  enact¬ 
ment  oj  this  Act;  or 

( b )  jacilities  that  are  authorized  by  section  603  ( 4 )  of  this  Act;  or 

(c)  The  following  jacilities  jor  the  Air  National  Guard  oj  the  United 
States: 

( 1 )  Miljord  Point,  Connecticut:  Operation  and  training  facilities, 
$337,000. 

(2)  Wellesley,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training  jacilities, 
$ 319,000 '. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White  Plains,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  jacilities,  $105,000. 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  installa¬ 
tions  and  jacilities  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and 
|  3734  oj  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  section  4774  id)  and 
9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to  place  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for  surveys, 
administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  supervision  incident  to  con¬ 
struction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised  bejore  title  to  the  land  is 
approved  under  section  355  o  f  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even 
though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real 
estate  or  land  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and 
interests  in  land  ( including  temporary  use),  by  gijt,  purchase,  exchange  oj 
Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriations  jor  jacilities  projects  authorized  by  section 
603  jor  the  respective  reserve  components  oj  the  armed  jorces  may  not 
exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  oj  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Re¬ 
serves,  $11 ,886,000. 
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(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054-, 000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  $11 ,976,000. 

(8)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army  Reserve  and  Army 

National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  $28 ,330 ,000 . 

Sec.  607 .  (a)  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  603  of  this  Act 
may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  increased  by  15  per 
centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all  projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  the  Air  National  Guard  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army  National  Guard 
of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the  amounts  named  in  clauses  1, 
2  (a),  2  ( b ),  and  3  of  section  606  respectively . 

(6)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively, 
may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  establish  or  develop 
facilities  for  Reserve  forces  other  than  those  facilities  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  603  of  this  Act,  except  that  ( 1 )  the  total  cost  of  such  facilities  by  any 
service  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total  amount  authorized  to  be 
expended  by  that  service  for  projects  under  such  section,  and  ( 2 )  the  total 
cost  for  all  projects  established  or  developed  by  any  service  under  the 
authority  of  this  subsection  shall  not,  when  added  to  the  total  cost  of  the 
projects  established  or  developed  by  such  service  under  the  authority  of 
section  608,  exceed  the  amounts  prescribed  by  clauses  1,2  (a),  2  ( b ),  8,  of 
section  606,  respectively. 

Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “ Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act 
of  1958”. 

And  the  Senate  agreed  to  the  same. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

L.  C.  Arends, 

L.  H.  Gavin, 

Bob  Wilson, 

Katherine  St.  George, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

Richard  B.  Russell, 

John  Stennis, 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 
Francis  Case, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 

On  July  10,  the  House  of  Representatives  passed  H.  R.  13015, 
which  was  the  fiscal  year  1959  military  construction  and  authorization 
for  the  three  military  departments  and  the  Department  of  Defense. 
For  the  first  time,  the  bill  also  contains  authority  for  Reserve  com¬ 
ponent  construction. 

The  larger  differences  and  the  action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees 
are  as  follows : 

TITLE  I 
Army 

In  the  Army  title  of  the  bill,  the  following  items  were  in  disagree¬ 
ment:  The  deletion  by  the  Senate  of  hospitals  at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa., 
and  Fort  McClellan,  Ala.;  the  deletion  of  a  real-estate  acquisition  at 
Baywood  Park,  Calif.;  the  ..elimination  of  authority  for  construction 
of  troop  housing  at  Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nev.,  and  the  elimination  of 
Capehart  housing  units  at  Fort  Bragg,  N.  C.,  and  Fort  Eustis,  Va. 

More  importantly,  the  House  and  Senate  versions  of  the  bill  were 
in  disagreement  with  respect  to  the  removal  from  the  Army  title  of 
approximately  $137  million  representing  construction  for  defense 
missiles  and  the  placement  of  that  authority  in  title  IV  of  the  bill  under 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Another  area  of  disagreement  involved  the  raising  of  the  House 
figure  of  $10  million  to  $25  million  for  authority  to  construct  facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions,  new  weapons  develop¬ 
ment,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules. 

Section  109  of  the  “Army”  title  relative  to  the  San  Jacinto  Ord¬ 
nance  Depot,  Houston,  Tex.,  was  a  further  item  in  disagreement. 

Under  the  wording  in  the  House  version  of  the  bill,  it  was  mandatory 
that  this  depot  be  moved  from  its  present  location  to  the  Point-Aux- 
Pins  area,  Alabama.  The  Senate  varied  the  House  version  of  this 
section  in  a  number  of  respects.  The  most  important  change  made 
by  the  Senate  was  to  require  that  the  depot  be  moved  from  Houston, 
Tex. — 

unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  finds  after  due  investigation 
that  such  action  would  be  inimical  to  the  national  security. 

The  House  and  Senate  conferees  resolved  these  differences  as  follows : 

The  Senate  receded  with  respect  to  the  provision  of  hospitals  at 
Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.,  and  Fort  McClellan,  Ala. 

The  House  receded  with  respect  to  the  acquisition  of  real  estate  at 
Baywood  Park,  Calif.,  and  also  with  respect  to  the  provision  of  troop 
housing  at  Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nev.  The  House  further  receded 
with  respect  to  the  provision  of  Capehart  housing  at  Fort  Bragg,  N.  C., 
and  Fort  Eustis,  Va. 

The  difference  between  the  Senate  and  House  versions  of  the  bill 
with  respect  to  defense  missiles  was  resolved  to  the  satisfaction  of  all 
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conferees  by  the  deletion  of  section  402  of  the  bill  as  it  appeared  in  the 
Senate  version  and  inserting  in  lien  thereof  a  section  402,  which  renders 
entirely  clear  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  must  make  a  decision 
with  respect  to  the  type  of  missile  which  is  to  be  used  and  grants  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  authority  to  transfer  funds  between  the  Army 
and  the  Air  Force  in  consonance  with  his  decision. 

With  respect  to  San  Jacinto,  the  House  accepted  the  Senate  version 
with  an  amendment.  This  amendment  will  require  that  should  the 
San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  be  turned  over  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  for  disposal,  the  requirement  that  the  Department  of 
the  Army  come  into  agreement  with  the  Senate  and  House  Armed 
Services  Committees  in  accordance  with  existing  law,  will  still  obtain. 
The  only  other  change  made  in  this  section  was  to  require  that  if 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  the  depot  should  be  moved, 
it  be  moved  in  24  months  rather  than  the  36  months  set  out  in  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill. 

In  this  connection,  the  conferees  wish  to  draw  attention  to  that 
portion  of  the  Senate  committee  report  relating  to  San  Jacinto  and  | 
other  facilities  of  a  similar  nature.  It  is  realized  that  ammunition 
storage  and  outloading  facilities  create  hazards  in  the  area  surrounding 
them,  and  it  is  felt  that  all  these  installations  should  receive  close 
study  to  ascertain  whether  they  should  remain  in  their  present 
locations.  The  Senate  conferees  made  particular  note  of  the  facility 
at  Port  Chicago  being  in  this  category  and  pointed  out  that  the  reason 
why  the  Senate  committee  has  not  taken  action  with  respect  to  the 
movement  of  this  installation  is  the  fact  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  indicates  that  its  existence  at  its  present  location  is  essential 
to  national  security  and  that  no  satisfactory  alternate  site  has  been 
found  on  the  Pacific  coast. 

As  stated  above,  the  House  version  of  the  bill  contained  an 
authority  in  the  amount  of  $10  million  to  be  used  to  construct  facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions,  etc.  The  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  on  the  other  hand  contained  authority  in  the  amount  of  $25 
million  for  this  purpose.  The  House  and  Senate  conferees  resolved 
this  difference  by  setting  a  sum  of  $17,500,000  as  an  amount  adequate 
to  cover  the  contingencies  contemplated  by  this  portion  of  the  bill. 

TITLE  II  ! 

Navy 

The  only  major  areas  of  disagreement  in  the  Navy  title  of  the  bill 
were  the  granting  of  authority  for  the  construction  of  a  drvdock  at 
the  Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  S.  C.;  the  addition  by  the  Senate  of 
a  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Ariz.;  the  deletion  by 
the  Senate  of  a  classified  facility  in  section  202;  the  raising  from  $10 
million  to  $25  million  authority  relating  to  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
etc.,  as  is  described  above  with  respect  to  a  similar  authority  for  the 
Army;  and  authority  to  construct  1,000  units  of  Capehart  housing  at 
the  Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  together  with  the  transfer  of 
certain  land  necessary  for  this  housing. 

These  changes  were  resolved  as  follows: 

The  House  receded  with  respect  to  the  drydock  at  Charleston, 

S.  C.,  with  an  amendment.  The  amendment  contemplates  that 
authority  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  will  be  provided  for  necessary 
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design,  plans,  and  other  necessary  work  preliminary  to  the  initiation 
of  construction  of  this  important  facility.  It  is  the  intention  of  the 
conferees  that  this  authority  be  available  for  the  removal  and/or  re¬ 
location  of  any  structures  in  the  area  in  which  the  construction  is 
contemplated.  The  insertion  by  the  Senate  of  the  authority  for  the 
Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Ariz.,  was  agreed  to  by 
the  House  conferees  with  an  amendment  providing  for  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  the  necessary  real  estate.  The  Senate  receded  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  authority  which  appeared  in  the  House  version  of  the 
bill  for  a  classified  facility  in  section  202.  Another  classified  facility 
in  an  amount  approximating  $1,200,000  was  removed  from  this  section 
at  the  insistence  of  the  House  conferees. 

Again,  the  compromise  figure  of  $17,500,000  was  accepted  by  the 
conferees  for  construction  made  necessary  in  Navy  missions,"  new 
weapons  development,  etc.,  as  was  reached  with  respect  to  the  Army, 
above. 

The  Senate  receded  with  respect  to  the  1,000  units  of  Capehart 
housing  at  the  Navy  Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  and  a  minor  adjustment 
was  made  with  respect  to  the  land  necessary  for  this  housing.  The 
Senate  had  added  Wherry  acquisitions  at  Camp  Pendleton,  Calif., 
Twentynine  Palms,  Calif., -and  at  Squantum  Gardens,  Mass.  The 
House  receded  with  respect  to  these  three  additions. 

TITLE  III 

Air  Force 

There  were  few  areas  of  disagreement  in  the  “Air  Force”  title  of 
the  bill.  These  were  the  provision  of  facilities  at  Lowry  Air  Force 
Base,  Colo.,  which  the  House  allowed  but  the  Senate  deleted.  The 
Senate  had  inserted  authority  for  construction  at  Moody  Air  Force 
Base,  Ga.  The  House  version  of  the  bill  had  no  similar  item.  Also, 
the  House  had  provided  authority  for  troop  housing  construction  at 
Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  La.,  which  item  was  deleted  by  the  Senate. 
The  Senate  had  also  deleted  commissaries  at  Castle  Air  Force  Base, 
Calif.,  Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  S.  Dak.,  and  Westover  Air  Force 
Base,  Mass.,  and  a  railway  facility  at  Seym  our- Johnson  Air  Force 
Base,  N.  C.  The  Senate  also  had  inserted  a  classified  facility  under 
the  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System  portion  of  the  bill. 

A  further  difference  involved  the  question  of  defense  missiles  as 
such  is  dealt  with  in  section  302  of  the  bill.  The  only  other  difference 
between  the  House  and  Senate  version  in  the  “Air  Force”  title  related 
to  the  question  of  the  proper  sum.  for  authority  for  construction  made 
necessary  by  changes  in  Air  Force  missions,  etc.  This  matter  is 
dealt  with  with  respect  to  section  102  under  the  “Army”  title  of 
the  bill.  The  same  solution  of  the  difference  was  arrived  at  by  the 
provision  of  $17,500,000,  as  in  titles  I  and  II. 

The  other  differences  between  the  House  and  Senate  versions  were 
resolved  as  follows: 

The  House  receded  with  respect  to  Lowry  Air  Force  Base  primarily 
on  the  basis  that  the  Air  Force  could  no  longer  defend  this  item  in 
any  specific  fashion  since  the  location  of  the  facility  still  awaits  deci¬ 
sions  within  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  insertion  by  the  Senate  of  facilities  for  Moody  Air  Force  Base 
was  accepted  by  the  House  conferees  with  an  amendment.  The 
amendment  added  appropriate  authority  for  troop  housing  and 
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utilities  at  this  installation.  The  troop  housing  at  Barksdale  Air  Force 
Base,  which  had  been  deleted  by  the  Senate,  was  reinserted  by  the 
conferees  with  the  Senate  receding.  The  House  receded  with  respect 
to  the  three  commissaries  mentioned  above.  The  classified  facility 
under  the  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System  was  permitted  to 
remain  in  the  bill  with  the  House  receding. 

Section  302  of  the  bill  contains  authority  similar  to  that  contained 
in  section  102  under  the  “Army”  title.  The  solution  arrived  at  with 
respect  to  this  section  is  identical  with  that  for  the  similar  Army 
authority.  This  item  is  dealt  with  in  some  greater  detail  below. 

TITLE  IV 

Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  title  IV,  the  Senate  had  inserted  language  which  appeared  to 
place  operational  authority  in  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with  respect 
to  defense  missiles.  As  indicated  under  both  the  Army  and  Air 
Force  portions  of  this  statement,  a  new  section  was  inserted  in  lieu  of  ( 
section  402  of  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 

All  conferees  felt  that  the  function  of  this  new  section  and  the 
purposes  which  it  is  designed  to  accomplish  could  best  be  described 
by  setting  out  the  exact  language  of  this  important  change  in  the  bill. 
This  new  language  clarifies  the  original  intent  not  to  make  authoriza¬ 
tions  or  appropriations  in  operational  matters  directly  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  shall, 
prior  to  the  utilization  of  the  funds  authorized  by  sections 
102  and  302  of  this  Act  for  establishing  or  developing  classi¬ 
fied  installations  and  facilities  for  defense  missiles  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
respectively,  determine  with  respect  to  each  defended  area, 
which  missile  or  combination  of  missiles  will  be  employed  in 
that  area.  In  making  such  determination,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  have  the  authority  to  transfer  such  funds  as 
may  be  made  available  pursuant  to  the  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  such  sections  for  such  installations  and  facilities, 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  enable  such  Secretaries  to 
utilize  the  authority  contained  in  such  sections  in  accordance 
with  such  determinations. 

TITLE  V 

General  Provisions 

The  areas  of  disagreement  under  title  V  were  not  numerous  but  did 
involve  matters  of  considerable  importance. 

The  first  item  of  disagreement  related  to  section  506  of  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill  relating  to  contracts  entered  into  by  the  United 
States.  The  House  and  Senate  conferees  both  had  exactly  the  same 
purpose  in  mind  and  that  was  to  insure  that  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible,  construction  contracts  within  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and 
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Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy.  The  House  conferees  felt  that  the 
Senate  language  permitted  a  latitude  which  might  fail  to  achieve  the 
end  sought  and  the  Senate  receded  by  accepting  a  new  version  of  the 
language  appearing  at  the  first  part  of  section  506.  The  new  language 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the  United 
States  for  performance  within  the  United  States,  its  Terri¬ 
tories  and  possessions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers, 
Department  of  the  Army,  or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks, 
Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  supervision  is 
wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  executed  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  department  or 
Government  agency  *  *  * 

The  conferees  wish  to  stress  the  importance  of  this  portion  of  the 
bill  since  it  is  their  firm  belief  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  are  fully  qualified  by  long  experience  in 
the  administration  of  construction  contracts  and  should,  therefore,  be 
fully  utilized.  It  will  be  noted  that  the  use  of  any  other  department 
or  Government  agency  for  the  supervision  of  such  contracts  is  limited 
to  those  instances  where  their  jurisdiction  and  supervision  by  the 
Corps  or  the  Bureau  are  “wholly  impracticable.” 

The  next  area  of  disagreement  related  to  the  exception  from  the 
repealer  language  of  the  back-up  authorization  for  rental  guaranty 
housing.  The  Senate  had  deleted  this  item  from  the  bill,  but  receded. 

Section  512  of  the  bill  had  no  counterpart  in  the  House  version. 
It  is  designed  to  permit  all  Wherry  housing,  whether  mandatory  or 
permissive,  to  be  acquired  by  the  military  departments  without  the 
need  for  a  line  item  in  the  annual  construction  bill. 

Section  513,  which  also  had  no  counterpart  in  the  House  version, 
limits  the  number  of  surplus  commodity  houses  to  4,000  units  for 
fiscal  year  1959,  and  Capehart  houses  to  30,000  units  for  the  same 
period.  The  House  conferees  made  certain  modifications  to  the 
Senate  language  which  were  acceptable  to  the  Senate  conferees.  The 
principal  change  was  the  substitution  for  the  word  “constructed”  of 
the  words  “contracted  for.”  This  will  permit  more  orderly  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  law  and  will  express  in  better  terms  the  actual  intention 
of  the  Senate. 

Subsection  (d)  of  this  section  sets  out  the  procedure  which  will  be 
followed  in  the  condemnation  of  Wherry  housing  projects.  In  great 
part,  this  subsection  repeats  existing  law.  It  did,  however,  embody 
certain  important  differences  from  existing  law,  principally  the  manda¬ 
tory  requirement  that  the  issue  of  just  compensation  for  a  Wherry 
project  be  determined  by  a  commission  of  three  persons  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  court.  The  Senate  language,  as  stated  above,  required 
that  compensation  be  determined  by  commissioners.  Normal  prac¬ 
tice  contemplates  that  the  court  exercise  discretion  as  to  whether  com¬ 
missioners  shall  be  appointed  or  the  matter  of  compensation  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  a  jury.  The  Senate  conferees  determined  that  their  lan¬ 
guage  should  be  made  permissive  rather  than  mandatory  and  as  this 
is  a  privileged  motion,  the  Senate  changed  its  language  from  manda¬ 
tory  to  permissive.  Subsection  (d)  (2)  was  stricken  from  the  bill  in 
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view  of  the  fact  that  the  Senate’s  change  of  the  word  “shall’  to  the 
word  “may”  made  this  particular  subsection  unnecessary. 

Section  516  of  the  Senate  version  extended  until  1962  the  period 
within  which  substandard  family  housing  must  be  rehabilitated, 
converted  to  other  use,  or  destroyed.  The  House  conferees  felt  that 
this  extension  would  tend  to  perpetuate  a  situation  which  everyone 
is  agreed  should  be  terminated  at  the  very  earliest  possible  date. 
The  House  conferees  agreed,  however,  to  a  1-year  extension,  until  1961 
but  wish  to  stress  their  strong  interest  in  the  prompt  reconversion  or 
destruction  of  substandard  housing. 

TITLE  VI 

Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  provision  authorizing  the 
Secretaries  of  the  military  services,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  Defense,  to  establish  or  develop  Reserve  facilities  other  than  those 
authorized  by  section  603  providing  that  the  total  cost  of  such  facilities  | 
by  any  service  would  not  exceed  10  percent  of  the  total  amount  author¬ 
ized  to  be  expended  by  that  service  and  would  not  exceed  the  total 
amount  authorized  for  such  service. 

The  Senate  amendment  provides  a  flexibility  for  the  military  services 
which  appears  to  be  necessary.  This  is  particularly  true  in  that  the 
bill  is  the  first  wherein  reserve  facility  construction  has  been  authorized 
by  line  item  instead  of  by  general  authorizations  as  has  been  done  in 
the  past. 

In  addition,  it  will  allow  minor  deviations  from  the  line  items  con¬ 
tained  in  the  bill  in  the  event  State  or  Federal  authorities  find  that  a 
project  is  needed  prior  to  the  submission  of  the  next  annual  military 
construction  bill. 

The  House  recedes. 

The  House  bill  contained  authorization  for  35  National  Guard 
armories  at  a  cost  of  $5,007,000.  The  Senate  amendment  added  108 
armories  at  an  additional  cost  of  $15,093,000. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  concurred  with  the  Senate  in 
that  additional  guard  armories  are  needed.  Furthermore,  the  States 
have  appropriated  and  made  available  as  matching  funds  $35  million 
which  cannot  be  used  until  the  Federal  Government  contributes  its  j 
share. 

At  the  present  time  the  National  Guard  Bureau  estimates  that 
more  than  700  guard  armories  are  still  needed  throughout  the  country. 
In  view  of  this  shortage  it  was  believed  that  guard  facilities  in  excess 
of  those  contained  in  the  House  bill  should  be  authorized. 

The  House  recedes. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Paul  J.  Ivilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

L.  C.  Arends, 

L.  C.  Gavin, 

Bob  Wilson, 

Katharine  St.  George, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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1IGHLIGHTS:  House  debated  bill  to  increase  public  debt  limit.  \House  and  Senate 
committees  reporter  bill  to  facilitate  USDA  insured  loans.  Rep.Xathews  urged 
passage  of  House/committee  farm  bill.  House  subcommittee  ordered  reported  bill 
for  transfer  o y  employees  to  international  organizations.  Senate  committee  re¬ 
ported  foreig/f  aid  appropriation  bill. 


HOUSE 


JBLIC  DEBT.  Debated  H.  R,  13580,  to  increase  the  public  debt  limit  to  $285 
LI lion.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  McCormack  a  vote  on  the  bill  was  postponed 
until  today,  Aug.  6.  pp.  14880,  14883-89,  14889-910,  14946 


FARM  I&ANS.  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  R.  10965,  to 
improvdvthe  insured-loans  program  under  Title  I  of  the  Bankhead-ydones  Farm 
Tenant  Aht  (H.  Rept.  2447).  p.  14946 


3.  PERSONNEL.  A.  subcommittee  of  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee 
ordered  reported  S.  4004,  to  encourage  transfers  of  Federal  employees  for 
service  with  international  organizations,  p.  D799 


4.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  13015,  the 

military  construction  authorization  bill  (H.  Rept.  2429).  As  reported  by  the 
conferees  the  bill  limits  the  number  of  houses  \fhich  may  be  contracted  for 
with  the  use  of  foreign  currencies  accumulated  under  Public  Law  480  to  4,000 
units,  pp.  14866-79,  14946 


5.  TRANSPORTATION;  TRAVEL.  Parsed  under  suspension  of  the  rules  S.  377,  to  provide 
a  2-year  statute  of  limitations  on  actionylnvolving  transportation  of  property 
and  passengers  of  the  U.  S.  Government.  /Substituted  the  language  of  H.  R. 

8742,  as  passed  by  the  House  easier  ixyrhe  day,  for  that  of  S.  377.  H.  R. 

8742  was  laid  on  the  table,  pp.  1^889^81,  14889 


6.  FARM  LABOR.  The  Rules  Committee  rep6)rted  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  10360,  to  continue  for  2  ye^rs  the  authority  for  the  Attorney  General 
to  permit  the  importation  of  alj/ens  forNfgricultural  employment,  pp.  14889, 
14964 


7.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Matthews/explained  the  pAwisions  of  S.  4071,  the  farm  bill, 
as  reported  by  the  House  Agriculture  Committed^  and  urged  enactment  of  the 
Committee  bill.  pp.  149^4  . 

Rep.  Hill  inserted  ar letter  from  the  NationalNtfool  Growers  Assoc,  urging 
passage  of  S.  4071  a^reported  by  the  House  Agriculture  Committee,  and  stated, 

.  "We  feel  certain  that  the  conference  committees  can\ron  out  major  differences 
existing  in  the  Ho^se  and  Senate  versions  of  the  farmSbill  and  can  develop 
legislation  whicj^r  will  be  acceptable  to  the  administration."  p.  14910 


8.  SALINE  WATER.  Ahe  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  with  amend¬ 
ment  S.  J.  i^es.  135,  to  provide  for  the  construction  by  Interior  of  demon¬ 
stration  p^hnts  for  the  production,  from  saline  or  brackish  whters,  of  water 
suitable ytor  agricultural,  industrial,  and  municipal  uses  (H.  Rqpt.  2450). 
p.  14941 


9.  rec: 
wi 


ftTION.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  reported  S.  >4009, 
out  amendment,  to  increase  the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriate  for 
tjrfe  Washoe  reclamation  project,  Nev.  and  Calif.  (H.  Rept.  2451);  and  s\3448, 
ith  amendment,  to  permit  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  authorize  inc)seases 
in  the  160-acre  limitation  on  the  Seedskadee  Reclamation  project  (H.  Rept.' 
2454) .  p.  14946 


10,  CONTRACTS.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  11749} 
to  extend  the  Renegotiation  Act  of  1951  for  2  years  (H.  Rept.  2466).  p.  14947 


House  of  Representatives! 


The  Hoose  met  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

The  Chaplain,  Rev.  Bernard  Braskamp, 
D.  D.,  offerecDthe  following  prayer: 

Ecclesiastes  tK.  12:  It  shall  be  well  with 
them  that  fear  i 

Almighty  God,  ^e  worship  and  adore 
Thee  as  the  sourcK  of  our  well-being, 
the  light  of  all  that  i\true,  the  strength 
of  all  that  is  good,  arw^the  glory  of  all 
that  is  beautiful. 

We  beseech  Thee  to  blfess  our  minds 
with  a  reassuring  vision  of  Tfiiy  gracious 
and  beneficent  purposes  ancnour  hearts 
with  a  splendor  of  faith  archcourage 
which  nothing  can  ever  eclipse  oi^ extin¬ 
guish. 

Grant  that  the  principles  of  jiMice 
and  righteousness,  of  friendship  a^id 
brotherhood  may  be  the  foundatic 
stones  on  which  we  are  seeking  to  builc 
an  enduring  civilization. 

May  our  President,  our  Speaker,  and 
our  chosen  Representatives  be  inspired 
with  moral  and  spiritual  power  as  they 
respond  to  the  arduous  task  of  leading 
mankind  into  the  brightness  and  blessed¬ 
ness  of  a  better  day. 

Hear  us  in  Christ’s  name.  Amen. 


THE  JOURNAL 

The  Journal  of  the  proceedings  of 
yesterday  was  read  and  approved. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT 

A  message  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  was  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  House  by  Mr.  Ratchford, 
one  of  his  secretaries,  who  also  informed 
the  House  that  on  August  4,  1958,  the 
President  approved  and  signed  a  bill  of 
the  House  of  the  following  title: 

H.  R.  13121.  An  act  to  authorize  appropri¬ 
ations  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission 
accordance  with  section  261  of  the  Atoyfic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  anyfor 
other  purposes. 


MESSAGE  FROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Sen/te  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerkaf  announced 
that  the  Senate  had  nftssed  without 
amendment  bills  and  anoint  resolution 
of  the  House  of  the  Jollowing  titles: 

H.  R.  1283.  An  act  fojrthe  relief  of  Charles 
T.  Crowder; 

H.  R.  1317.  An  ac^or  the  relief  of  Ralph  N. 
Meeks; 

H.  R.  1565.  Anyfct  for  the  relief  of  Donald 
R.  Pence; 

H.R.  1602.  act  for  the  relief  of  Lillian 
Cummings; 

H.  R.  268^.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  aa  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
UnitedJBtates  in  and  to  certain  real  property 
to  St^fla  Vusich; 

l.  4183.  An  act  to  amend  an  act  entitled 
act  to  provide  for  the  refunding  of  the 
Jnds  of  municipal  corporations  and  public  - 
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utility  districts  in  the  Territory  of  Alaska,  to 
yalidate  bonds  which  have  heretofore  been 
issued  by  a  municipal  corporation  or  any 
public-utility  district  in  the  Territory  of 
Alaska,  and  for  other  purposes”  (54  Stat.  14) , 
approved  June  17,  1940;  to  validate  bonds 
which  have  heretofore  been  issued  by  any 
municipal  corporation,  any  public-utility 
district  or  any  school  district  in  the  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Alaska;  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  4381.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  of 
July  1,  1948  (62  Stat.  1215)  to  authorize  the 
furnishing  of  headstones  or  markers  in 
memory  of  members  of  the  Armed  Forces 
dying  in  the  service,  whose  remains  have  not 
been  recovered  or  identified  or  were  buried 
at  sea: 

H.  R.  4461.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John¬ 
nie  P.  Saylors; 

H.  R.  4503.  An  act  to  provide  that  alj 
interests  of  the  United  States'  in  a  certa 
tract  of  land  formerly  conveyed  to  it  by  jthe 
Commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  shall  be  quit- 
palmed  and  returned  to  the  Commoi^wealth 
^Kentucky; 

L  R.  4675.  An  act  to  provide  tl^t  certain 
employees  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
commissioner  of  public  lander  and  those 
under  Mae  jurisdiction  of  the  aboard  of  har- 
waii  shanriae  subject  to  the  c#vil  service  laws 
for  commissioners  of  the  Territory  of  Hawaii 
shall  be  subject  to  the>ra.vil-service  Jaws 
of  the  Territory  of  Hawa 

H.  R.  4768.  An  act  t^  quiet  title  and  pos¬ 
session  with  respect  Jo  certain  real  property 
in  the  county  San\Mcinto,  Tex.,  and  author¬ 
izing  named  parriek  to  bring  suit  for  title 
and  possession  o|^am\ 

H. R.  5322.  Ajjact  toVextend  certain  veter- 
.ans’  benefits  Jo  or  on  behalf  of  dependent 
husbands  arifi  widowers  ol  female  veterans; 

H.  R.  54b0.  An  act  to  authorize  the  en- 
largemerUr  of  the  administrative  headquar¬ 
ters  siie  for  Isle  Royale  National  Park, 
Houghton,  Mich.,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H  JR.  5904.  An  act  for  the  relierspf  Thom¬ 
son  Contracting  Co.,  Inc.; 

[.  R.  6038.  An  act  to  revise  the  boundary 
ft  the  Kings  Canyon  National  Park,  na  the 
'State  of  California,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  6198.  An  act  to  exclude  certain  lands 
from  the  Sequoia  National  Park,  in  the  Stafl 
of  California,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  6274.  An  act  to  provide  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Interior  shall  accept  title  to 
Grant’s  Tomb  in  New  York,  N.  Y.,  and  main¬ 
tain  it  as  the  General  Grant  National  Me¬ 
morial  ; 

H.  R.  6593.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Juanita  Burna; 

H.  R.  6785.  An  act  to  amend  section  26, 
title  I,  chapter  1,  of  the  act  entitled  ‘‘An 
act  making  further  provision  for  a  civil 
government  for  Alaska,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,”  approved  June  6,  1900  (48  U.  S.  C. 
381); 

H.  R.  6970.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  C.  A. 
Nolan; 

H.  R.  7293.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Capt. 
Carl  F.  Dykeman; 

H.  R.  7790.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  for¬ 
feiture  of  the  rightTof-way  located  within 
the  State,  of  California  heretofore  granted 
to  the  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Railroad  Co.  by  the 
United  States; 

H.  R.  8046.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joaquin 
A.  Bazan; 

H.R.  8211.  An  act  to  authorize  and  direct 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  quitclaim  to 


Joseph  G.  Pettet  all  rightvfitle,  and  Interest 
of  the  United  States  in  qnd  to  certain  lands 
in  the  State  of  Montari 

H.R.  8231.  An  act  f|#!r  the  relief  of  certain 
employees  of  the  Department  of  the  Navy  at 
the  United  States  £faval  Gun  Factory,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.  C.; 

II.  R.  8233.  Aiyact  for  the  relief  of  James 
L.  McCabe; 

II.  R.  8313^11  act  for  the  relief  of  Wayne 
W.  PowersjCf  Walla  Walla.  Wash.; 

H.  R.  8§p3.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  S.  A. 
Rominey 

H.  F^842.  An  act  to  quitclaim  interest  of 
the  ttmited  States  to  certain  land  in  Smith 
County,  Miss.,  and  to  terminate  restrictions 
agjfiinst  alienation  thereon; 

H.  R.  8859.  An  act  to  quiet  title  and  posses- 
rslon  with  respect  to  certain  real  property  in 
the  county  of  Humboldt,  State  of  California; 

H.  R.  8980.  An  act  to  authorize  an  exchange 
of  lands  at  Hot  Springs  National  Park,  Ark., 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  9006.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  C. 
Houghton,  Jr.; 

H.  R.  9756.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gerald 
K.  Edwards,  Lawrence  R.  Hitchcock,  Thomas 
J.  Davey,  and  Gerald  H.  Donnelly; 

H.  R.  9792.  An  act  to  validate  the  convey¬ 
ance  of  certain  land  in  the  State  of  California 
by  the  Southern  Pacific  Co.  to  James  Giono; 

H.  R.  9884.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Tamas 
Akos  and  Lilia  Akos; 

H.  R.  9986.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  1st  Lt. 
Luther  A.  Stamm; 

H.  R.  10094.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Western 
Union  Telegraph  Co.; 

H.  R.  10220.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  William 
E.  Nash; 

H.  R.  10416.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  J.  Henry 
Ennen  and  others; 

H.  R.  10423.  An  act  to  grant  the  status  of 
public  lands  to  certain  reef  lands  and  vesting 
authority  in  the  commissioner  of  public  lands 
of  the  Territory  of  Hawaii  in  respect  of  reef 
lands  having  the  status  of  public  lands; 

H.  R.  10461.  An  act  to  amend  section  315 
(m)  of  the  Veterans'  Benefits  Act  of  1957  to 
provide  a  special  rate  of  compensation  for 
certain  blind  veterans; 

H.R.  10885.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Tibor 
Wollner; 

H.  R.  11008.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Interior  to  exchange  certain  land 
Vicksburg  National  Military  Park,  Miss., 
srf^  for  other  purposes; 

11108.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Chris\na  Tules; 

H.  R^^203.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
State  Ho^se,  Inc.; 

H.R.  113C7.  An  act  to  increase  from  $5  to 
$10  per  morcrii  for  each  $1,000  national  serv¬ 
ice  life  insurance  in  force  the  amount  of  total 
disability  incoira  benefits  which  may  be  pur¬ 
chased  by  insures,  and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  11611.  An  ast  for  the  relief  of  McCune 
C.  Ott; 

II.  R.  11694.  An  act"\p  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  r^al  property  of  the 
United  States  situated  Vi  Clallam  County, 
Wash.,  to  the  Department  of  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  State  of  Washington 

H.  R.  11801.  An  act  to  ameVi  sections  802 
and  803  of  the  Veterans’  Benefl^  Act  of  1957 
♦to  increase  the  burial  allowance  \pr  deceased 
veterans  from  $150  to  $250; 

H.  R.  11868.  Xn  act  to  amend  tfte  act  of 
August  11,  1955  (69  Stat.  632),  renting  to 
the  rehabilitation  and  preservation  oS,  his- 
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tofric  properties  in  the  New  York  City  area, 
andNfor  other  purposes; 

H.  K- 11933.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  interests  of  the  United  States  in. 
and  to  \jranium,  thorium,  and  other  ma¬ 
terials  in '  certain  tracts  of  land  situated  in 
Jackson  County,  Miss.; 

H.  R.  12063\An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gerald 
Early;  \ 

H.  R.  12261.  A\act  for  the  relief  of  Lucian 
Roach,  doing  business  as  the  Riverside  Lum¬ 
ber  Co.;  \ 

H.  R.  12938.  An  act\to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  an  interest, xof  the  United  States 
in  and  to  fissionable  materials  in  a  tract  of 
land  in  Leon  County,  Fla\ 

H.  R.  13026.  An  act  to  Validate  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  land  ii\  the  State  of 
California  by  the  Central  Pacific  Railway 
Co.  and  the  Southern  Pacific  C\to  D’Arrigo 
Bros.  Co.  of  California;  and 

H.  J.  Res.  618.  Joint  resolution  Nto  waive 
certain  provisions  of  section  212  (aV  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  in  Njehalf 
of  certain  aliens. 

The  message  also  announced  that  £he 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  ii 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  House  is ' 
requested,  bills  and  joint  resolutions  of 
the  House  of  the  following  titles: 

H.  R.  1244.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  de¬ 
velopment  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  of 
Independence  National  Historical  Park,  and 
for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  4059.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Carmen  Scoppettuolo; 

H.  R.  5949.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  con¬ 
veyance  of  certain  real  property  of  the 
United  States  located  at  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration  hospital  near  Amarillo,  Tex., 
to  Potter  County,  Tex.; 

H.  R.  6283.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr. 
Gordon  D.  Hoople,  Dr.  David  W.  Brewer,  and 
the  estate  of  the  late  Dr.  Irl  H.  Blaisdell; 

H.  R.  7710.  An  act  to  provide  for  the  lump¬ 
sum  payment  of  all  accumulated  and  ac¬ 
crued  annual  leave  of  deceased  employees; 

H.  R.  8606.  An  act  to  amend  the  Civil 
Service  Retirement  Act  with  respect  to  an¬ 
nuities  of  survivors  of  employees  who  are 
elected  as  Members  of  Congress; 

H.  R.  8522.  An  act  to  amend  and  clarify 
the  reemployment  provisions  of  the  Uni¬ 
versal  Military  Training  and  Service  Act, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

H.  R.  8831.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph 
R.  Burger; 

H.  R.  10277.  An  act  to  reduce  from  15  to  13 
inches  the  minimum  width  of  paper  in  rolls 
which  may  be  imported  into  the  United 
States  free  of  duty  as  standard  newsprint 
paper; 

H.  J.  Res.  424.  Joint  resolution  to  improv 
the  administration  of  Justice  by  authoi 
ing  the  Judicial  Conference  of  the  United 
States  to  establish  institutes  and  joint/Coun- 
cils  on  sentencing,  to  provide  additional 
methods  of  sentencing,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  yr 

H.  J.  Res.  610.  Joint  resolution,^  facilitate 
the  admission  into  the  United  States  of 
certain  aliens;  and  / 

H.  J.  Res.  611.  Joint  resolution  to  waive 
certain  provisions  of  section  212  (a)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  in  behalf 
of  certain  aliens.  / 

The  message  alsp'  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  patj/ed  bills  and  a  joint 
e  following  titles,  in 
urrence  of  the  House  is 


resolution 
which  the 
requested : 

S.  122.  Ara^act  for  the  relief  of  the  estate 
of  SinclaijpG.  Stanley; 

S.  540.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  Board 
of  Najional  Mission  of  the  Presbyterian 
Churoh  in  the  United  States  of  America; 

S.,,2216.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  C. 
W^lsh; 


S.  2723.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  George 
Kazuso  Tohinoka; 

S.  2836.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the  town 
of  Portsmouth,  R.  I.; 

S.  2890.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carmen 
Amelia  Piedra  (Carmita  Piedra) ; 

S.  2905.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  provide  a  headquarters 
site  for  Mount  Rainier  National  Park  in  the 
general  vicinity  of  Ashford,  Wash.,  and  for 
other  purposes; 

S.  2955.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kazuko 
Young; 

S.  2973.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  to  establish  a  fishery  exten¬ 
sion  service  in  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Serv¬ 
ice  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  cooperative  fishery 
extension  work  with  the  States,  Territories, 
and  possessions; 

S.  3219.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.  Mar¬ 
garet  Graham  Bonnalie;  • 

S.  3321.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  George  E. 
Ketchum; 

S.  3460.  An  act  to  govern  the  salaries  and 
personnel  practices  for  teachers,  certain 
school  officers,  and  other  employees  of  the 
dependents  schools  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  in  foreign  countries,  and  for  other 
purposes; 

5.3607.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Harvey  L. 
Fotaen; 

S.S682.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  or, 
exchange  of  certain  lands  of  the  United 
States  situated  in  Pima  County,  Ariz.,  arid 
for  other'uurposes; 

S.  3789.  Ap  act  for  the  relief  of  Donald  J. 
Marion; 

S.  3882.  An  Act  to  amend  the  act  df  July  1, 
1948,  chapter  79J  (24  U.  S.  C.  279»'f,  provid¬ 
ing  for  the  procurement  and  supply  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  headstones  and  markers; 

S.  4010.  An  act  tu\provide ^or  the  receipt 
and  disbursement  of  funds,  ^nd  for  continu¬ 
ation  of  accounts  whemthAe  is  a  vacancy  in 
the  office  of  the  disbursing  officer  for  the 
Government  Printing  jdffilsp,  and  for  other 
purposes;  / 

S.  4014.  An  act  tc*/ requite  ''ttiat  a  certain 
tract  of  land  in  Walla  Walla,  Wash.,  be  dis 
posed  of  on  an  individual  lot  basis; 

S.  4021.  An  act  to  establish  Ne  United 
States  Study  Commission  on  the  Savannah, 
Altamaha,  St.  Marys,  ApalachicouWChat- 
tahoochie,  jftid  Alabama-Coosa  River  Basins, 
and  intervening  areas; 

S.  403£?  An  act  to  authorize  the  expendi¬ 
ture  oj1*  funds  through  grants  for  support  o' 
scientific  research,  and  for  other  purposes; 

‘4059.  An  act  to  amend  Reorganization 
P^n  No.  1  of  1958  in  order  to  change  the 
tame  of  the  office  established  under  such 
^plan; 

S.  4142.  An  act  to  amend  chapter  41  of 
title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  to  provide 
for  a  Deputy  Director  of  the  Administrative 
Office  of  the  United  States  Courts,  and  for 
other  purposes;  and 

S.  J.  Res.  178.  Joint  resolution  authorizing 
the  President  of  the  United  States  of  America 
to  proclaim  February  8-14,  1959,  as  National 
Children’s  Dental  Health  Week. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insists  upon  its  amendments  to 
the  bill  (H.  R.  6239)  entitled  “An  act  to 
amend  sections  1461  and  1462  of  title  18 
of  the  United  States  Code,”  disagreed  to 
by  the  House;  agrees  to  the  conference 
asked  by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Kefauver,  Mr.  Hennings, 
and  Mr.  Langer  to  be  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1798)  entitled 
"An  act  to  amend  section  4426  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  with  re¬ 


spect  to  certain  small  vessels  operated 
by  cooperatives  or  associations  in  trans¬ 
porting  merchandise  of  members  on  ^ 
nonprofit  basis  to  or  from  places  withfn 
the  inland  waters  of  southeastern  Alaska 
and  Prince  Rupert,  British  Columbia,  or 
to  or  from  places  within  said /inland 
waters  and  places  within  tl y/  inland 
waters  of  the  State  of  Washington,”  re¬ 
quests  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  tbfe  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Magnuson, 
Mr.  Pastore,  Mr.  Lausj3He,  Mr.  Butler, 
and  Mr.  Cotton  to  b £  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senaf, 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees/to  the  amendments  of 
the  House  to  tjae  bill  (S.  3880)  entitled 
“An  act  to  create  a  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  and  aTederal  Aviation  Agency,  to 
provide  for  the  regulation  and  promo¬ 
tion  of  civil  aviation  in  such  manner  as 
to  best  foster  its  development  and  safety, 
and  t &  provide  for  the  safe  and  efficient 
use  of  the  airspace  by  both  civil  and  mili- 
taj#  aircraft,”  and  agrees  to  the  confer- 
asked  by  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  twoAHouses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Magnuson,  Mr.  Monroney, 
Mr.  Smatkers,  Mr.  Bible,  Mr.  Bricker, 
Mr.  Schoeppel,  and  Mr.  Payne  to  be  the 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
6006)  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  cer¬ 
tain  provisions  of  the  Antidumping  Act, 
1921,  to  provide  for  greater  certainty, 
speed,  and  efficiency  in  the  enforcement 
thereof,  and  for  other  purposes.” 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Vice  President  has  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston  of  South  Carolina  and  Mr.  Carlson 
members  of  the  Joint  Select  Committee 
on  the  part  of  the  Senate,  as  provided 
for  in  the  act  of  August  5,  1939,  entitled 
“An  act  to  provide  for  the  disposition  of 
certain  records  of  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment,”  for  the  disposition  of  execu¬ 
tive  papers  referred  to  in  the  report  of 
''the  Archivist  of  the  United  States  num- 
;,be\ed  59-3. 


MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  VINSON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to  authorize  certain 
construction  at  military  installations, 
and  for  other  purposes; 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2429) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
13015)  to  authorize  certain  construction  at 
military  installations,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  con¬ 
ference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do 
recommend  to  their  respective  Houses  as 
follows : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  Senate  and 
.agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the 
following; 

"TITLE  I 

"Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
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and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing, 
converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  per¬ 
manent  or  temporary  public  works,  includ¬ 
ing  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  for  the  following  projects: 

" Inside  the  United  States 
“Technical  service  facilities 
“(Ordnance  Corps) 

"Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland: 
Troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,697,000. 

“Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan:  Administrative 
facilities,  $5,666,000. 

“Dedstone  Arsenal,  Alabama :  Administra¬ 
tive  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$8,529,000. 

“Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $570,000. 

“White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  research, 
development  and  test  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  fa¬ 
cilities,  $7,931,000. 

“(Quartermaster  Corps) 

“Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $4,630,000. 
“(Chemical  Corps) 

“Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

“Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Troop  housing, 
$795,000. 

“(Signal  Corps) 

"Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona:  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
Utilities,  $9,098,000. 

“(Corps  of  Engineers) 

“Army  Map  Service,  Maryland :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $1,913,000. 

"(Transportation  Corps) 

"Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  administrative  facilities,' 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,634,000. 

“(Medical  Corps) 

“Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado: 
Troop  housing,  $862,000. 

“Field  Forces  Facilities 
“(First  Army  area) 

“Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $171,000. 

“Fort  Dix.  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and 
utilities,  $3,749,000. 

“(Second  Army  area) 

“Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital 
facilities,  family  housing,  and  real  estate, 
$2,274,000. 

“Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $516,000. 

“Fort  Meade,  Maryland :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $498,000. 

“Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland:  Supply  facilities, 
$43,000. 

“(Third  Army  area) 

“Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  family  housing,  $3,454,000. 

“Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $762,000. 

“Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  $847,000. 

“Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  hospital  facilities, 
$3,505,000. 

“Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,406,000. 

“(Fourth  Army  area) 

"Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,000. 


“Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $4,258,0b0. 

“Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,227,- 
000. 

“(Fifth  Army  area) 

“Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana:  Troop 
housing,  and  family  housing,  $783,000. 

“Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  troop  housing, 
$1,076,000. 

"Fort  Riley,  Kansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,084,000. 

"(Sixth  Army  area) 

“Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nevada:  Maintenance 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $374,000. 

"Fort  Lewis,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,085,000. 

“Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

"Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $173,000. 

“(Military  Academy) 

"United  States  Military  Academy,  West 
Point,  New  York:  Troop  housing,  medical 
facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $5,844,- 

000. 

"(Armed  Forces  special  weapons) 

“Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $273,000. 

"(Tactical  installations  support  facilities) 

“Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$6,311,000. 

"Outside  Continental  United  States 
“(Alaskan  area) 

"Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area :  Real 
estate,  $7,000. 

“(Pacific  Command  area) 

“Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $240,000. 

“Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii:  Troop  hous¬ 
ing,  $593,000. 

“Fort  Shatter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  family  housing,  and 
community  facilities,  $2,925,000. 

“Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $904,000. 

"(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

“France:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  utlities  and  ground  improvements, 
$4,063,000. 

“Sec.  102.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Section  402  hereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
may  establish  or  develop  classified  military 
installations  and  facilities,  including  those 
for  defense  missiles,  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $173,678,000. 

"Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may 
establish  or  develop  Army  installations  and 
facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unfore¬ 
seen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  determines  that  deferral  of 
such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next 
military  construction  authorization  Act 
would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  na¬ 
tional  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepa¬ 
ration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 


ment,  In  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000: 
Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or 
his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of 
construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken 
under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate 
actions  pertaining  thereto. 

"Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease 
or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations  by 
utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural 
Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  com¬ 
modity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit 
Corporation : 

“Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

“Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

“Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91 
units. 

“Gateway  Communications  Station,  174 
units. 

"(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations: 

" Inside  the  United  States 

“Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

“Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120 
units. 

“White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico, 
200  units. 

“Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

“Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

“Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

“Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

“Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25 
units. 

"Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

"Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125 
units. 

"Fort  Totten,  New  York,  130  units. 

“Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

“Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65 
units. 

“Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

“Fort  Stewart,  Georgia,  73  units. 

“Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

“Fort  Hood,  Texas,  500  units. 

“Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  units. 

“Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

“Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  200  units. 

"Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

“Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98 
units. 

“Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88 
units.., 

“Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  856  units. 

“Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Bar¬ 
racks,  California,  160  units. 

“United  States  Military  Academy,  New 
York,  156  units. 

"Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units. 

“Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

“Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

“Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466 
units. 

" Outside  of  the  United  States 

“Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

“Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

“Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units:  Provided, 
however.  That  no  family  housing  units  shall 
be  constructed  on  Fort  DeRussy. 

“(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations: 

“Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen, 
Maryland,  796  units. 
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“Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  400  units. 

‘IFort  Sara  Houston,  Texas,  840  units. 

“Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  500  units. 

“Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  ‘Continental  United  States’  in  sec¬ 
tion  101  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘technical  service 
facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)’,  with  respect  to 
Pueblo  Ordnance  Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out 
‘$563,000’  and  insert  in  plaoe  thereof  '$600,- 
000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty -third  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
‘.$44,407, 00Q’  and  ‘$134,075,000’  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  ‘$44,444,000’  and  '$134,112,- 
000’,  respectively. 

“Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  ‘Continental  United 
States’  in  section  101,  as  follows: 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 

Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)’,  with 
respect  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  strike 
out  ‘$2,865,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$4,180,000’. 

“(2)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 

Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps)’,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  strike 
out  ‘$615,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$731,000’;  and  with  respect  to  iVnt  Hill 
Farms  Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  ‘$695,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,022,000’. 

“(3)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 

Services  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)’, 

with  respect  to  Granite  City  Engineer  Depot, 
Illinois,  strike  out  ‘$1,822,000’  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  ‘$2,815,000’. 

“(4)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 

Services  Facilities  (Medical  Corps)  ’,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Walter  Reed  Army  Medical  Center, 
District  of  Columbia,  strike  out  ‘$4,472,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$6,714,000’. 

“(5)  Under  the  subheading  'Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Second  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Maryland,  strike 
out  ‘$923,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$1,264,000’. 

“(6)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fourth  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  strike  out  ‘$4,645,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$4,965,000’;  and 
with  respect  to  Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  strike 
out  ‘$3,053,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$3,454,000’. 

“(7)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Sixth,  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Ord,  California,  strike  out  ‘$1,407,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,742,000’, 

“(8)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Military  Academy)  ’,  with  respect 
to  the  United  States  Military  Academy,  New 
York,  strike  out  ‘$756,000’  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  ‘$1,171,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
‘$237,320,000’  and  ‘$546,387,000*  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  ‘$244,125,000’  and  ‘$553,192,- 
000’,  respectively. 

“Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  ‘Inside  the  United  States’ 
in  section  101,  as  follows: 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  'Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Ordnance  Corps)’,  with 
respect  to  White  Sands  Proving  Ground, 
New  Mexico,  strike  out  ‘$693,000’  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  ‘$735,000’. 

“(2)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Chemical  Corps)’,  with 
respect  to  Camp  Detrick,  Maryland,  strike 
out  ‘$913,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$1,074,000’;  and  with  respect  to  Dugway 
Proving  Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  ‘$867,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,044,000’. 

“(3)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Signal  Corps)’,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out 


‘$6,856,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$7,576,000’. 

“(4)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)’, 
with  respect  to  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike 
out  ‘$492,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$940,000’. 

“(5)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical 
Services  Facilities  (Transportation  Corps)  ’, 
with  respect  to  Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  strike 
out  ‘$1,231,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$1,436,000’. 

“(6)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (First  Army,  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  strike  out  ‘$54,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$68,000’. 

"(7)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Second  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out 
‘$5,885,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$7,695,000’. 

“(8)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Third  Army  Area)  ’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Benning,  Georgia,  strike  out  ‘$422,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$616,000’;  and 
with  ,  respect  to  Fort  McClellan,  Alabama, 
strike  out  ‘$397,000’  and  insert  in  place  there¬ 
of  ‘$527,000’. 

“(9)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fourth  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  strike  out  ‘$2,457,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$2,846,000’. 

“(10)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Fifth  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  strike  out  ‘$1,519,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,892,000’. 

“(11)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Field  Forces 
Facilities  (Sixth  Army  Area)’,  with  respect 
to  Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  strike  out 
‘$3,022,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$3,596,000’;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord, 
California,  strikeout  ‘$223,000’  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  ‘$319,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  ‘Outside  the  United  States’  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘(Alaskan  Area)’, 
with  respect  to  Wildwood  Station  (Kenai), 
strike  out  ‘$352,000’  and  insert  in  place  there¬ 
of  ‘$516,000’. 

“(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  clause  (1)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
‘$95,010,000’,  ‘$35,763,000’,  and  ‘$334,104,000’ 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  ‘$100,343,000’, 
‘$35,927,000’,  and  ‘$339,601,000’,  respectively. 

“Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  is  amended  under  the  head¬ 
ing  ‘Inside  the  United  States’  in  section  101 
as  follows : 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Technical  Services 
Facilities  (Corps  of  Engineers)’  with  respect 
to  Cold  Regions  Laboratory,  Hanover,  New 
Hampshire,  strike  out  ‘$2,496,000’  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  ‘$3,787,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  ‘$115,624,000’ 
and  ‘$293,103,000’  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  *$116,915,000’  and  ‘$294,394,000’. 

“Sec.  109.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army 
is  authorized  and  directed,  unless  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defeifse  finds  after  due  investiga¬ 
tion  that  such  action  would  be  inimical  to 
the  national  security,  to  make  available  to 
the  Administrator  of  the  General  Services 
Administration,  or  his  designee,  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas.  Upon  such 
property  being  made  available,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  or  his  designee  is  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  such  property  in  lots  or  in 
its  entirety  under  public  bid  procedures  and 
at  not  less  than  the  fair  market  value  and 
to  convey  by  quitclaim  deed,  all  right,  title, 
and  interest  of  the  United  States,  except  as 
retained  in  this  Act,  in  and  to  such  property 
to  any  legal  person  or  group  except  Govern¬ 


ment  agencies  or  departments  upon  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Administrator 
or  his  designee  determines  to  be  in  the  public 
interest. 

“(b)  Any  conveyance  made  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  hereof  shall 
include  the  following  conditions: 

“(1)  All  mineral  rights,  including  gas  and 
oil,  in  the  lands  to  be  conveyed  shall  be  re¬ 
served  to  the  United  States; 

“(2)  The  San  Jacinto  property  shall  be  of¬ 
fered  for  sale  within  twenty-four  months 
from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act; 

“(3)  Title  in  and  to  such  property  shall 
remain  in  the  United  States  until  full  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  is  made. 

“(c)  In  the'*event  the  San  Jacinto  Ord¬ 
nance  Depot  is  made  available  to  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Services  Administration  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  hereof, 
there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  such  sums  as 
are  necessary  not  to  exceed  $40,000,000  to 
establish  and  construct,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  replacement  facilities  to  the  extent 
"required  at  Point-Aux-Pins,  Alabama,  or  any 
other  location  selected  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense. 

“(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  to  modify  the  requirements  of  section 
2662  of  title  10  of  the  United  States  Code 
relative  to  coming  into  agreement  with  the 
Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate 
and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with 
respect  to  real  estate  actions. 

“title  n 

“Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  military  installations 
and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  perma¬ 
nent  or  temporary  public  works,  including 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  for  the  following  projects: 

“ Inside  the  United  States 
“Shipyard  Facilities 

“Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $141,000. 

“Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Caro¬ 
lina:  Drydock,  design,  plans  and  engineering 
studies  preliminary  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion,  $500,000. 

“Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $6,000,- 
000:  Provided,  however.  That  no  more  than 
$500,000  of  this  sum  shall  be  utilized  for  pro¬ 
tective  works  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy 
determines  in  his  judgment  that1  sufficient 
action  has  been  taken  or  arrangements  made 
to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the  shipyard. 

“Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,247,000. 

“Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $766,000. 
“Fleet  Base  Facilities 

“Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island: 
Troop  housing,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,709,000. 

“Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $2,546,000. 

“Aviation  Facilities 
“(Naval  air  training  stations) 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville, 
Texas:  Troop  housing,  $1,041,000. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian, 
Mississippi:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $14,940,000. 

"Naval  Auxiliary  Air-Station,  Whiting  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real 
estate,  $4,679,000. 

“(Fleet  support  air  stations) 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $114,000. 
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“Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $1,252,000. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows 
Landing,  California:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $47,000. 

"Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Ne¬ 
vada:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$30,000. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress, 
Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

“Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point, 
North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$11,215,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $74,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  community  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $15,823,000. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San 
Diego,  California:  Operational  facilities,  and 
real  estate,  $7,000,000. 

“Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 

$142,000. 

“(Marine  Corps  air  stations) 

“Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beau¬ 
fort,  South  Carolina:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities  and  real  estate,  $4,352,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma, 
Arizona:  Operational  and  training  facilities 
and  real  estate,  $8,946,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
North  Carolina :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,067,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River, 
North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $1,003,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,158,000. 

“(Special  purpose  air  stations) 

“Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews 
Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and 
operational  and  training  facilities  at  the 
Naval  Air  Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland, 
$17,666,000. 

“Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  devel¬ 
opment  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  troop  housing  (including  operational 
and  training  facilities  and  troop  housing  on 
San  Nicolas  Island;  and  maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  research,  development  and  test  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements  at  Camo  Cooke), 
$13,841,000. 

“Supply  Facilities 

“Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Rhode 
Island:  Utilities,  $2,210,000. 

“Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia: 
Administrative  facilities,  $128,000. 

“Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California: 
Administrative  facilities,  $146,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Facilities 

"Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $280,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  1st 
land,  South  Carolina:  Utilities,  $462,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $5,138,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantiqo,  Virginia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $168,000. 


“Marine  Corps  Recryit  Depot,  San  Diego, 
California:  Utilities,  $206,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms, 
California:  Maintenance  facilities,  $241,000. 

“Ordnance  Facilities 

“Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

“Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake, 
California:  Supply  facilities,  $129,000. 

“Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Maintenance  facilities,  $2,517,000. 

“Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  $510,000.  • 

“Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  $44,000. 

"Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham, 
Massachusetts:  Maintenance  facilities,  $694,- 
000. 

“Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak, 
Maryland:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $601,000. 

“Service  School  Facilities 

“Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland: 
Troop  housing.  $14,200,000. 

"Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam 
Neck,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $1,184,000. 

“Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia:  Operational  facilities,  $650,000. 

“Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,368,000. 

“Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode 
Island:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$273,000. 

“Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$4,643,000. 

“Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  Cal¬ 
ifornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$4,199,000. 

“Medical  Facilities 

“National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda, 
Maryland:  Hospital  and  medical  facilities, 
$8,503,000. 

“Communication  Facilities 

“Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County, 
Maine:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$38,654,000. 

"Office  of  Naval  Research  Facilities 

“Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of 
Columbia:  Research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  $192,000. 

“ Outside  the  United  States 

"Shipyard  Facilities 

“Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor, 
Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $159,000. 

“Aviation  Facilities 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West 
Indies:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$683,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory 
of  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $1,271,000. 

"Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $165,000. 

“Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto 
Rico:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$3,824,000. 

"Supply  Facilities 

“Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Is¬ 
lands:  Supply  facilities,  $3,060,000. 

'  “Communication  Facilities 

“Naval  Communication  Unit  Number 
Three,  Asmara,  Eritrea:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

“Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North 
Ireland:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$219,000. 


“Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Mo¬ 
rocco:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$519,000. 

“Yards  and  Docks  Facilities 

“Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay, 
Cuba:  Utilities,  $890,000. 

“Sec:  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  classified  naval  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in 
the  total  amount  of  $75,301,000. 

“Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may 
establish  or  develop  naval  installations  and 
facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  developments,  new  and  unfore¬ 
seen  research  and  development  requirements, 
or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that  defer¬ 
ral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the 
next  military  construction  authorization  Act 
would  be  inconsistent  with  interests  of  na¬ 
tional  security,  and  in  connection  therewith 
to  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate, 
or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prep¬ 
aration,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000: 
Provided,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or 
his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching 
a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of 
construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken 
under  this  section,  including  those  real  es¬ 
tate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

“Sec.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513 
of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  is 
authorized  to  construct  or  acquire  by  lease 
or  otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy 
as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities 
at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  for¬ 
eign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Devel¬ 
opment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat. 
454)  or  through  other  commodity  transac¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

“Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

“Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units, 
and  community  facilities. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco, 
330  units. 

“Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122 
units,  and  community  facilities. 

“(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at 
the  following  locations : 

“ Inside  the  United  States 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277 
units. 

“Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North 
Carolina,  800  units. 

“Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  27  units. 

“Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24 
units. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point, 
North  Carolina,  849  units. 

“Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24 
units. 

“Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illi¬ 
nois,  425  units. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800 
units. 

“Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts, 
19  units. 

“Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Con¬ 
necticut,  500  units. 

“Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington, 
,30  units. 
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••Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24 
units. 

‘■Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Wash¬ 
ington,  550  units. 

'  Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility, 
White  Sands  Proving  Grounds,  New  Mexico, 
51  units.  .  „„„ 

“Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  California,  1,000 
units,  to  be  constructed  on  land,  including 
the  following  tracts  which  are  hereby  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  be  transferred  to  the 
Department  of  the  Navy  by  the  Administra¬ 
tor  of  General  Services  without  reimburse¬ 
ment:  GSA  H-Cal  546B;  and  GSA  H-Cal  587. 

“ Outside  of  the  United  States 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Barber’s  Point,  Oahu, 
Territory  of  Hawaii,  1,140  units. 

‘‘Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters, 
Camp  H.  M.  Smith,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii,  168  units. 

“Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands, 
220  units. 

“Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay, 
Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

“Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory 
of  Hawaii,  80  units. 

“Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Hawaii,  650  units. 

“(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire 
family  housing  at  the  following  locations : 

“Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  1,562  units. 

“Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Twenty- 
nine  Palms,  California,  493  units. 

“Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting 
Field,  Florida,  96  units. 

“Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Mary¬ 
land,  385  units. 

“Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Flor¬ 
ida,  392  units. 

“Squantum  Gardens,  Massachusetts,  150 
units. 

“Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty- 
second  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  ‘Continental  United 
States’  in  section  201  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Medical  facilities,’ 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk, 
Virginia,  Area,  strike  out  ‘$12,815,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$13,979,000.’ 

"(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
‘$139,143,000’  and  ‘$266,927,000’,  and  insert¬ 
ing  respectively  in  place  thereof  ’$140,307,- 
000’,  and  ‘$268,091,000.’ 

“Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty- third 
Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  section  202,  ‘$70,656,000’,  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  ‘$72,785,000.’ 

"(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
‘$70,656,000’,  and  ‘$210,704,000’  and  inserting 
respectively  in  place  thereof  ‘$72,785,000’,  and 
‘$212,833,000.’ 

"Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended  un¬ 
der  the  heading  ‘Continental  United  States’ 
in  section  201  as  follows: 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Marine  Corps 
facilities’,  with  Bespect  to  the  Marine  Corps 
Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  strike  out 
‘$648,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$778,- 
000’. 

“(2)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Ordnance  fa¬ 
cilities’,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Under¬ 
water  Ordnance  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Is¬ 
land,  strike  out  ‘$370,000’  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  ‘$411,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  under  the 
heading  ‘Outside  Continental  United  States’ 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

“Under  subheading  ‘Aviation  facilities’, 
with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Agana, 
Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  by  striking  out  ‘$6,- 


525,000’  and  Inserting  in  place  thereof  ‘$9,- 
063,000’  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Sta¬ 
tion,  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking 
out  ‘$8,589,800’  and  inserting  in  place  there¬ 
of  ‘$9,089,800’. 

“(c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking  out 
in  clause  (2.)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
‘$308,463,600’,  ‘$108,365,300’,  and  ‘$575,592,- 
300’  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  there¬ 
of  ‘$308,634,600’,  ‘$111,403,300’,  and  ‘$578,- 
801,300’. 

“Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
under  the  heading  ‘Inside  the  United  States’ 
in  section  201,  as  follows: 

“(1)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Fleet  base  fa¬ 
cilities’,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Station, 
Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  ‘$11,672,- 
000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$14,601,000’. 

"(2)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Naval  Air  Training  Stations)  ’,  with 
respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Chase  Field,  Texas,  strike  out  ‘$2,247,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$2,569,000’;  and 
with  respect  to  -the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Sta¬ 
tion,  Meridian,  Mississippi,  strike  out  ‘$8,- 
231,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$9,141- 
000’. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  ‘aviation  fa¬ 
cilities  (Marine  Corps  Air  Stations)’,  with 
respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station, 
Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  strike  out 
‘$170,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$273,- 
000’. 

“(4)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Service  school 
facilities',  with  respect  to  the  Fleet  Air  De¬ 
fense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia, 
strike  out  ‘$237,000’  and  insert  in  place  there¬ 
of  ‘$300,000’,  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike 
put  ‘$8,413,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$10,613,000’. 

“(5)  Under  the  subheading  ‘Medical  Fa¬ 
cilities’,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Hospital. 
Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out  ‘$12,730,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$14,754,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  section  203  ‘$85,939,000’  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  ‘$86,711,000’. 

“(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
‘$303,453,000*,  ‘$85,939,000’,  and  ‘$451,393,000’ 
and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
‘$312,004,000’,  ‘$86,711,000’,  and  ‘$460,716,000’. 

“Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  is  amended  under  the  heading 
‘Inside  the  United  States’  in  section  201  as 
follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Aviation  Facilities 
(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations)  ’,  with  respect 
to  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point 
Mugu,  California,  insert  before  ‘$7,669,000’ 
the  words  ‘and  land  acquisition,’. 

“title  m 

“Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  construct¬ 
ing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  util¬ 
ities,  and  equipment,  for  the  following 
projects: 

“Inside,  the  United  States 
“Air  Defense  Command 

“Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Min¬ 
nesota:  Maintenance  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,649,000. 

“Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski, 
Vermont:  Troop  housing,  $990,000. 

“Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Mon¬ 
tana:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos-, 
pital  facilities,  community  facilities,  utili¬ 
ties,  and  real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

“Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facilities,  sup¬ 


ply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,176,000. 

“K.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Mar¬ 
quette,  Michigan:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  hospital  facilities,  administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $10,673,- 
000. 

“Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon: 
Community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $229,000. 

“Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Saint  Ma¬ 
rie,  Michigan:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  hospital  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$9,948,000. 

“McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $935,000. 

“Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Da¬ 
kota:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,- 
000. 

“Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachu¬ 
setts:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
Utilities,  $3,689,000. 

“Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Medical  facilities,  $122,000. 

“Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas 
City,  Missouri:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  administrative  facilities,  and  real  estate, 
$2,799,000. 

“Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens, 
Michigan:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

“Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  West- 
hampton  Beach,  New  York:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $86,000. 

“Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop 
housing,  and  ground  improvements,  $795,000. 

"Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,992,- 
000. 

“Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Mich¬ 
igan:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  community  facilities,''  and 
utilities,  $6,696,000. 

“Air  Materiel  Command 

“Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Ala¬ 
bama:  Maintenance  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $975,000. 

“Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,177,000. 

“Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,746,000. 

“Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Texas:  Utilities,  $157,000. 

“Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta, 
Pennsylvania:  Supply  facilities,  $94,000. 

“McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,- 
560,000. 

“Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Ten¬ 
nessee:  Administrative  facilities,  $1,464,000. 

“Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino, 
California:  Supply  facilities,  $658,000. 

“Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown, 
Pennsylvania:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  fa¬ 
cilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $6,169,000. 

“Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $4,362,000. 

“Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  community  facilities,  $5,196,000. 
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“Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton, 
Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
and  medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

“Aif  Research  and  Development  Command 

“Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Research,  development,  and  test  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

“Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Flor¬ 
ida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  supply,  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

“Holoman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo, 
New  Mexico:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $1,650,000. 

“Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque, 
New  Mexico:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$481,000. 

“Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford, 
Massachusetts:  Maintenance  facilities,  $165,- 

000. 

“Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $5,884,000. 

“School  of  Aviation  Medicine 

“School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air 
Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  research,  development, 
and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
and  medical  facilities,  administrative  facili- 
tes,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
utilities,  and  ground  improvement,  $12,- 
000,000. 

“Air  Training  Command 

"Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  commu¬ 
nity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $979,000. 

“Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin, 
Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  util¬ 
ities,  and  real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

“Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Rantoul,  Illi¬ 
nois:  Troop  housing,  $640,000. 

“Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama: 
Troop  housing,  $400,000. 

“Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville, 
Mississippi:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 

“James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco, 
Texas:  Troop  housing,  $750,000. 

“Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona: 
Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $441,000. 

“Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,213,000. 

"McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kan¬ 
sas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$2,119,000. 

“Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Valdosta,  Georgia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $5,432,000. 

“Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $358,000. 

“Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $319,000. 

“Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $245,000. 

“Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls, 
Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000* 

“Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nevada:  Sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and 
community  facilities,  $571,000. 

“Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
maintenance  of  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

“Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

“Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Ari¬ 
zona  :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,361,000. 


“Continental  Air  Command 

“Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 
Texas:  Troop  housing,  $1,805,000. 

“Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilming¬ 
ton,  Ohio:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,589,000. 

“Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Geor¬ 
gia:  Utilities,  $172,000. 

“Headquarters  Command 

“Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,- 
937,000. 

“Military  Air  Transport  Service 

“Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville, 
South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$78,000. 

“Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,874,000. 

“McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown, 
New  Jersey:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $3,901,000. 

“Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois: 
Troop  housing,  $423,000. 

“Strategic  Air  Command 

“Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,051,000. 

“Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport, 
Louisiana:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,280,000. 

“Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hos¬ 
pital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $7,868,000. 

“Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties^  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,080,000. 

,  “Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville, 
Arkansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

“Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick, 
Maine:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $11,417,000. 

“Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$7,996,000. 

“Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth, 
Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $2,257,000. 

“Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  troop 
housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,183,000. 

“Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton, 
Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,734,000. 

“Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mis¬ 
sissippi:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,939,000. 

“Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson, 
Arizona:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

“Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $2,404,000. 

“Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

“Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City, 
South  Dakota:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,931,000. 

“Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

“Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
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facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$2,703,000. 

"Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead, 
Florida:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $1,489,000. 

“Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Geor¬ 
gia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,493,000. 

“Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake 
Charles,  Louisiana:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $3,401,- 
000. 

“Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  Lake,  Wash¬ 
ington:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $3,795,000. 

“Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio,  Texas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  community  facilities, 
$897,000. 

“Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Ne¬ 
braska:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $4,250,000.- 

"Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock, 
Arkansas:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  suppl^  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,463,- 
000. 

“Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus, 
Ohio :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $11,716,000. 

“Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $3,774,000. 

“MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida: 
Operational  and  trairfthg  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,577,000. 

“Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls, 
Montana:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

“March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$3,344,000. 

“McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,137,000. 

“Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Moun¬ 
tain  Home,  Idaho:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community 
facilities,  $1,039,000. 

“Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,265,000. 

“Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New 
Hampshire:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $940,000. 

“Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base, -Plattsburgh, 
New  York:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$208,000. 

“Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Kansasville, 
Wisconsin:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $15,552,000. 

“Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,352,000. 

“Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,997,000. 

“Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mex¬ 
ico:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $8,431,000. 

“Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls, 
Massachusetts:  Troop  housing,  $945,000. 

“Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Nostar, 
Missouri:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$5,185,000. 

“Tactical  Air  Command 

“George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Maintenance  facilities,  $536,000. 

“Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Vir¬ 
ginia:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 
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“Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle 
B°ach,  South  Carolina:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities, 
$1,650,000. 

“Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennes¬ 
see:  Troop  housing,  $591,000. 

‘'Seymour- Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Golds¬ 
boro,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities;  troop  housing, 
and  utilties,  $4,707,000. 

“Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Car¬ 
olina:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,339,000. 

“Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $5,474,000. 

“Special  Facilities 

“Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $563,000. 

“Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 
“Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$169,833,000. 

"Outside  the  United  States 
“Air  Materiel  Command 
“Various  locations:  Supply  facilities ,  and 
utilities,  $696,000. 

“Alaskan  Air  Command 
“Eiel6on  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and. 
training  facilities,  $380,000. 

“Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $710,000. 

“King  Salmon  Airport:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $340,000. 

“Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and 
real  estate,  $24,986,000. 

“Caribbean  Air  Command 
“Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $1,540,000. 

“Military  Air  Transport  Service 
“Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities, 
supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $5,347,000. 

"Pacific  Air  Forces 

“Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Ha¬ 
waii:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

“Midway  Island :  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 
“Various  locations :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $15,688,000. 

“Strategic  Air  Command 
“Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,508,000. 

“Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities, 
$643,000. 

“Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,- 
431,000. 

"United  States  Air  Forces  in  Europe 
“Various  locations :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 
facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $19,- 
952,000. 

“Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 
“Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply 


facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative 
facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $29,135,000. 

“Special  Facilities 

“Various  locations:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $315,000. 

“Sec.  302.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Section  402  hereof,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  may  establish  or  develop  classified 
military  installations  and  facilities  for 
ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles  by 
acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabili¬ 
tating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary 
public  works,  including  land  acquisition, 
site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $269,- 
100.000. 

“Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 
may  establish  or  develop  Air  Force  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  con¬ 
struction  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air 
Force  missions,  new  weapons  developments, 
new  and  unforeseen  research  and  develop¬ 
ment  requirements,  or  improved  production 
schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  deferral  of  such  construction 
for  inclusion  in  the  next  military  construc¬ 
tion  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent 
with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in 
connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  ac¬ 
quisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount 
of  $17,500,000:  Provided,  That  the  Secretary 
of  the  Air  Force,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify 
the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  im¬ 
mediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to 
implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any 
public  work  undertaken  under  this  section, 
including  those  real  estate  actions  pertain¬ 
ing  thereto. 

“Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with’the  pro¬ 
visions  of  section  407  of  the  Act  of  September 
1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125) ,  as  amended,  and 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of 
this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  is 
authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or 
otherwise,  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  and  community  facilities  at 
the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign 
currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (  68  Stat. 
454)  ,  or  through  other  commodity  transac¬ 
tions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

“Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

“Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300 
units. 

"Laon,  France,  102  units. 

“Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

"Benquerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

“Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

“Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900 
units. 

"Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

“Madrid-Torrejon  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

“Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

“Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and 
community  facilities. 

“Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units, 

“Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
50  units. 

"Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  190  units. 

“Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  93  units. 

“Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  215  units. 

“Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
79  units. 

“Chicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United 
Kingdom,  83  units. 

"Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom, 
177  units. 

"High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  110  units. 

“Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United 
Kingdom,  55  units,  and  community  facilities. 


August  5 

“Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station, 
United  Kingdom,  22  units. 

“Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  259  units. 

“Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  King¬ 
dom,  416  units. 

“(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
title  IV  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955 
(69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct  fam¬ 
ily  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters 
at  the  following  locations: 

“ Inside  the  United  States 

“Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oregon,  150 
units. 

“Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

“Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  970  units. 
->  “Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250 
units. 

“Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

“Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536 
units. 

“Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Okla¬ 
homa,  50  units. 

“Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169 
units. 

“Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina, 
,275  units. 

“Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  California,  525  units. 

“Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

“Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

“Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  365 
units. 

“Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  778 
units. 

“Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota, 
220  units. 

“Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

“Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154 
units. 

“Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

“Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460 
units. 

“Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota, 
744  units. 

“Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  270 
units. 

“Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  California,  550 
units. 

“Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400 
units. 

“James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366 
units. 

“Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290 
units. 

“Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475 
units. 

“K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  595  units. 

“Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490 
units. 

“Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana, 
300  units. 

“Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

“Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200 
units. 

“Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400 
units. 

“Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150 
units. 

"Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220 
units. 

“McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington, 
1,000  units. 

“McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540 
units. 

“McCoy'Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  668  units. 

“McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey, 
1,450  units. 

“Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932 
units. 

“Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270 
units. 

“Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

“Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New 
York,  290  units. 

“Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

“Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315 

unitsv 

“Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483 
units. 
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“Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114 
units. 

“Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin, 
900  units. 

“Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri, 
CIO  units. 

“Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  150  units.' 

“Selfridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580 
units. 

"Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

“Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235 
units. 

“Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300 
units. 

“Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York, 
220  units. 

“Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York, 
216  units. 

"Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177 
units. 

“Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

“Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

“United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colo¬ 
rado,  300  units. 

“Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230 
units. 

“Westover  Air  Force  Base, 'Massachusetts, 
310  units. 

"Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154 
units.  \ 

"Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150 
units. 

“Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618 
units. 

"Outside  the  United  States 

“Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050 
units. 

“Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

“(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
section  404  (a)  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire  family  housing  at  the  following  loca¬ 
tions  : 

“Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175 
units. 

“Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

“Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 

“Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona, 
550  units. 

“Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyo¬ 
ming,  500  units. 

“Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

“Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units. 

“Lowry  Air  Force  Base,  Colorado,  480  units. 

“March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644 
units. 

“Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250 
units. 

“Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  N^w  York,  628 
units. 

"Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

“Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

“Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400 
units. 

“Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800 
units. 

“Wright -Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio, 
2,000  units. 

“Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended, 
under  the  heading  'Continental  United 
States’  in  section  301  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth’,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  ‘$6,076,- 
000’,  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$6,522,000’. 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Material  Com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  Wright-Patterson  Air 
Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio,  strike  out  ‘$14,- 
508,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$15,- 
800,000’. 

"(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
‘$824,300,000’  and  ‘$1,363,189,000’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  ‘$826,038,000’  and  ‘$1,364,- 
927,000’,  respectfully. 

"Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended, 


under  the  heading  ‘Inside  the  United  States’, 
in  section  301,  as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand’ — 

“(1)  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal 
Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota,  strike  out 
‘$1,469,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$1,636,000’. 

"(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  ‘$11,- 
577,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  '$13,- 
341,000’. 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Material  Com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out  ‘$1,339,000’  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  ‘$1,661,000’. 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  James  Connally  Air 
Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas,  strike  out  ‘$4,- 
687,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$5,301,- 
000‘. 

“Under  the  subheading  'Strategic  Air 
Command’  with  respect  to  Malmstrom  Air 
Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out 
‘$1,586,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$1,726,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Con¬ 
gress,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  striking 
out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
‘$811,342,000’  and  ‘$1,447,950,000’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  ‘$814,349,000’  and  ‘$1,- 
450,957,000’,  respectively. 

“Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  is  amended,  under  the  head¬ 
ing  ‘Inside  the  United  States’  in  section  301, 
as  follows: 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Defense  Com¬ 
mand’ — 

“(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force 
Base,  Glasgow,  Montana,  strike  out  '$2,048,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$2,390,000’. 

“(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force 
Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri,  strike  out 
‘$1,100,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$1,348,000’. 

“(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base, 
Minot,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  ‘$6,804,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$8,507,000’. 

“(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base, 
Falmouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  ‘$559,- 
000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$615,000’. 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Materiel  Com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  Kelly  Air  Force  Base, 
San  Antonio,  Texas,  strike  out  ‘$899,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,128,000’. 

"Under  the  subheading  ‘Air  Training  Com¬ 
mand’,  with  respect  to  Perrin  Air  Force  Base, 
Sherman,  Texas,  strike  out  ‘$460,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$637,000’. 

“Under  the  subheading  ‘Strategic  Air  Com¬ 
mand’ — 

“(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force 
Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana,  strike  out 
‘$3,344,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

‘$3,633,000’. 

“(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Base,  Marys¬ 
ville,  California,  strike  out  ‘$7,458,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$9,087,000’. 

“(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force 
Base,  Tampa,  Florida,  strike  out  ‘$936,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,268,000’. 

“(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force 
Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire,  strike  out 
‘$2,344,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

‘$2,947,000’. 

“(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force 
Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri,  strike  opt 
‘$235,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$306,- 
000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Con¬ 
gress,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in  clause 
(3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  ‘$394,076,000’ 
and  ‘$601,781,000’  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  ‘$399,755,000’  and  ‘$607,460,000’,  re¬ 
spectively. 

“Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty- 
fifth  Congress,  is  amended,  under  the  head¬ 
ing  ‘Alert  and  Dispersal  of  Strategic  Air 
Command  Forces'  in  section  1,  as  follows: 

“(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air 
Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota, 
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strike  out  ‘$895,000’  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  ‘$1,892,000’. 

“(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base, 
Minot,  North  Dakota,  strike  out  ‘$867,000’ 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$1,479,000’. 

“(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  strike 
out  ‘$4,380,000’  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
‘$5,479,000’. 

“(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base, 
Omaha,  Nebraska,  strike  out  ‘$690,000’  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  ‘$969,000’. 

“(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth 
Congress,  is  amended  by  striking  out  in 
section  3  the  amount  ‘$549,670,000’  and  in¬ 
serting  in  place  thereof  ‘$552,657,000’. 

“Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force 
Academy  Act,  as  amended  (68  Stat.  49),  is 
further  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first 
sentence  the  figure  ‘$135,425,000’  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  place  thereof  the  figure  ‘$139,797,000’. 

“Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the 
heading  ‘Research  and  Development  Com¬ 
mand’  in  title  III  of  Public  Law  161,  Eighty- 
fourth  Congress  (69  Stat.  342),  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“‘Various  Locations:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  operational  facilities  (including 
not  more  than  $357,000  for  an  off-base  road¬ 
way  approximately  ten  miles  in  length  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape 
Canaveral— an  auxiliary  to  Patrick  Air  Force 
Base)  $20,000,000.’ 

“The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is 
effective  from  March  1, 1956. 

“title  iv 

“Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  required  for  advanced  research  projects 
and  in  connection  therewith  may  acquire, 
construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  in¬ 
cluding  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in 
the  total  amount  of  $50,000,000. 

“Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  shall,  prior  to  the  utilization  of 
the  funds  authorized  by  Sections  102  and 
302  of  this  Act  for  establishing  or  develop¬ 
ing  classified  military  installations  and  fa¬ 
cilities  for  defense  missiles  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force,  respectively,  determine  with  respect 
to  each  defended  area,  which  missile  or  com¬ 
bination  of  missiles  will  be  employed  in  that 
area.  In  making  such  determination,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  have  the  author¬ 
ity  to  transfer  such  funds  as  may  be  made 
available  pursuant  to  the  authorizations 
contained  in  such  sections  for  such  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities,  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
as  the  case  may  be,  to  enable  such  Secre¬ 
taries  to  utilize  the  authority  contained  in 
such  sections  in  accordance  with  such  de¬ 
terminations. 

“Sec.  403.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall 
report  in  detail  semiannually  to  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to 
the  exercise  of  the  authority  granted  by  this 
title. 

“title  v 

"General  provisions 

“Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and 
the  Secretary  of  each  military  department 
may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  instal¬ 
lations  and  facilities  under  this  Act  without 
regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of  the  Re¬ 
vised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  529, 
40  U.  S.  C.  259,  267),  and  sections  4774  (d) 
and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  tem¬ 
porary  improvements  on  land  includes  au¬ 
thority  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead, 
planning,  and  supervision  incident  to  con¬ 
struction.  That,  authority  may  be  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under 
section  355  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
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amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though 
the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority 
to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  au¬ 
thority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land, 
and  interests  in  land  (including  temporary 
use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Gov¬ 
ernment-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

“Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appropria¬ 
tions,  for  public  works  projects  authorized  by 
titles  X,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not  exceed— 

“(1)  for  title  I:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$109,556,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $8,- 
732,000;  section  102,  $173,678,000;  section  103, 
$17,500,000;  or  a  total  of  $309,466,000. 

“(2)  for  title  II:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$216,809,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $16,- 
384,000:  section  202,  $75,301,000;  section  203, 
$17,500,000;  or  a  total  of  $325,994,000. 

“(3)  for  title  III:  Inside  the  United  States, 
$542,161,000;  outside  the  United  States,  $123,- 
654,000;  section  302,  $269,100,000;  section  303, 
$17,500,000;  or  a  total  of  $952,415,000. 

“(4)  for  title  IV:  $50,000,000. 

“Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in 
titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  may,  in  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside 
the  United  States  and  by  10  per  centum  for 
projects  outside  the  United  States.  How¬ 
ever,  the  total  cost  of  all  projects  in  each 
such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for 
projects  in  that  title. 

“Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  here¬ 
tofore  provided  by  the  Act  of  September  1, 
1954  (68  Stat.  1119),  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324),  and  the  Act  of  August  3, 
1956  (70  Stat.  991),  for  the  provision  of 
family  housing  shall  be  available  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  family  housing  at  any  installa¬ 
tions  for  which  appropriated  fund  family 
housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  un¬ 
der  titles  I  and  III  of  this  Act. 

“Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

“(l)^the  President  determines  that  com¬ 
pliance'  with  section  2313  (b)  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made  under 
this  Act  for  the  establishment  or  develop¬ 
ment  of  military  installations  and  facilities 
in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the 
carrying  out  of  this  Act;  and 

“(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the 
Comptroller  General  have  agreed  upon  alter¬ 
native  methods  of  adequately  auditing  those 
contracts;  the  President  may  exempt  those 
contracts  from  the  requirements  of  that 
section. 

“Sec.  506.  Contracts  for  construction  made 
by  the  United  States  for  performance  within 
the  United  States,  its  territories  and  pos¬ 
sessions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  un¬ 
der  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army 
or  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  because  such  juris¬ 
diction  and  supervision  is  wholly  imprac¬ 
ticable  such  contracts  should  be  executed  un¬ 
der  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  an¬ 
other  Department  or  Government  agency, 
and  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable, 
on  a  competitive  basis  to  the  lowest  respon¬ 
sible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  wall  not 
be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with 
chapter  137  of  title  10,  United  States  Code, 
and  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955 
(69  Stat.  547,  551).  The  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense  and  the  Secretaries  of  the  military  de¬ 
partments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the 
President  of  the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of 
the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to 
all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a  com¬ 
petitive  basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bid¬ 
der. 

“Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  military  public  works  to  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  de¬ 
partment  in  connection  with  the  establish¬ 
ment  or  development  of  military  installations 


and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations  for  ap¬ 
propriations  therefor,  that  are  contained  in 
Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956,  and  not 
superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later 
authorization  are  repealed,  except — 

“(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and 
for  appropriations  therefor  that  are  set  forth 
in  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain  the 
general  provisions; 

“(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works 
projects  as  to  which  appropriated  funds  have 
been  obligated  for  construction  contracts  or 
land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in  part  before 
July  1,  1959,  and  authorizations  for  appro¬ 
priations  therefor; 

“(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guar¬ 
anty  for  family  housing  in  the  amount  of 
$100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section  302 
of  the  Act  of.  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606, 
622) ; 

“(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works 
and  the  appropriation  of  funds  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  sections^ 2231-2238  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code, "as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C. 
882,883,885,886); 

“(5)  the  authorization  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Line  of  Communications,  France, 
in  the  amount  of  $30,000,000  that  is  con¬ 
tained  in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of 
July  14,  1952  (66  £>tat.  606,  609); 

“(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of 
classified  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $6,439,- 
000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  .102, 
of  the  Act  of  September  28,  1951  (65  Stat.  336, 
343) ; 

“(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works 
and  for  the  appropriation  of  funds  that  are 
contained  in  the  Act  of  April  1,  1954  (68  Stat. 
47) ,  as  amended;  and 

“(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
section  506  of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71 
Stat.  531,  558) ,  the  authorization  for: 

“(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of 
$1,850,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station.  Norfolk 
Virginia,  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section 
201  under  the  heading  ‘Continental  United 
States’  and  subheading  ‘Aviation  Facilities’ 
of  the  Act  of  August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440, 
422 ) ,  as  amended ; 

“(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary 
Air  Station,  El  Centro,  California;  naviga¬ 
tional  aids  in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at 
the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  Cali¬ 
fornia;  research  and  development  facilities 
in  the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at  the  Naval  Air 
Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jersey; 
and  navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of 
$400,000  at  the  Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey 
Island,  Washington:  that  are  contained  in 
title  II,  section  201,  under  the  heading,  ‘Con¬ 
tinental  United  States’  and  subheading  ‘avi¬ 
ation  facilities’  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954 
(63  Stat.  535,  540),  as  amended; 

“(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance 
facilities  in  the  amount  of  $2,638,000  that 
is  contained  in  title  II,  section  202,  of  the 
Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  543),  as 
amended. 

“Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of 
June  17,  1950  (64  Stat.  236,  245),  is  hereby 
repealed. 

“Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July 
15,  1955  (69  Stat.  324,  352),  as  amended,  is 
further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through 
and  including  1961,  the  Secretaries  of  the 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or 
near  military  tactical  installations  for  as¬ 
signment  as  public  quarters  to  military  per¬ 
sonnel  and  their  dependents,  if  any,  without 
rental  charge  upon  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that 
there  is  a  lack  of  adequate  housing  facilities 
at  or  near  such  military  tactical  installations. 
Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a 
family  or  individual  unit  basis  and  not  more 
than  5,000  of  such  units  may  be  so  leased 
at  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental 
of  such  housing  facilities  may  be  made  out 


of  appropriations  available  for  maintenance 
and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a 
month  for  any  such,  unit.’ 

“Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August 
3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1015),  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military 
department  may  acquire  any  interest  in  land 
that— 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  he  or  his  designee  determines  is 
needed  in  the  interest  of  national  defense; 
and 

“  ‘(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (ex¬ 
clusive  of  administrative  costs  and  the 
amounts  of  any  deficiency  judgments). 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisi¬ 
tion,  as  part  of  the  same  project,  of  two  or 
more  contiguous  parcels  of  land  that  to¬ 
gether  cost  more  than  $25,000.’ 

“Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of 
August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991,  1016),  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new  sub¬ 
section  at  the  end  thereof : 

“‘(5)  No  determination  that  a  project  is 
urgency  required  shall  be  necessary  for 
projects,  the  cost  of  which  is  not  in  excess 
of  $5,000.’ 

“Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406 
of  the  Act  of  August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531, 
556),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“‘(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
any  other  law,  and  effective  July  1,  1958, 
no  family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted 
for  or  acquired  at  or  in  support  of  military 
installations  or  activities  unless  the  actual 
number  of  units  involved  has  been  specifi¬ 
cally  authorized  by  an  annual  military  con¬ 
struction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  hous¬ 
ing  units  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  404  of  the  Housing  Amendments 
of  1955;  (2)  housing  units  leased,  utilizing 
available  operation  and  maintenance  appro¬ 
priations,  for  terms  of  one  year,  whether  re¬ 
newable  or  not,  or  for  terms  of  not  more 
than  5  years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
section  417  of 'the  Act  df  August  3,  1956  (70 
Stat.  991,  1018). 

“Sec.  513.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  au¬ 
thorizations  for  the  construction  of  family 
housing  contianed  in  subsections  104  (a) ,  204 

(a)  and  304  (a)  of  this  Act,  the  total  num¬ 
ber  of  units  of  family  housing  contracted 
for  during  fiscal  year  1959  pursuant  to  the 
authority  contained  in  such  subsections 
shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  four  thousand 
units.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  deter¬ 
mine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in 
conformity  with  the  provisions  of  this  sub¬ 
section. 

“(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations 
for  the  construction  of  family  housing  con¬ 
tained  in  subsections  104  (b) ,  204  (b),  and 
304  (b)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of 
units  of  family  housing  contracted  for  dur¬ 
ing  fiscal  year  1959  pursuant  to  the  au¬ 
thority  contained  in  such  subsections  shall 
not  exceed  a  total  of  thirty  thousand  units. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine  the 
total  number  of  units  to  ’be  constructed  by 
each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  this  subsection.  The 
Secretaries  of  the  three  military  depart¬ 
ments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall  prompt¬ 
ly  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  any  determination  made  hereunder  as  it 
affects  each  such  department. 

“(c)  To  the  extent  that  any  of  the  au¬ 
thorizations  contained  in  subsections  104 

(b) ,  204  (b),  and  304  (b)  of  this  Act  to 
construct  housing  at  locations  specified 
therein  are  not  utilized,  such  authorizations 
may  be  exercised  to  construct  housing  at 
other  locations,  except  that  (1)  the  total 
number  of  housing  units  to  be  constructed 
under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  by 
any  service  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum 
of  the  total  number  of  units  authorized  to 
be  constructed  by  that  service  under  sub¬ 
sections  104  (b),  204  (b),  or  304  (b) ,  as  the 
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case  may  be,  and  (2)  the  total  number  of 
units  constructed  by  the  three  services  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  authority  shall  not,  when 
added  to  the  total  number  of  units  con¬ 
structed  pursuant  to  the  authority  con¬ 
tained  in  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b),  and 
304  (b) ,  exceed  the  total  number  of  units 
authorized  to  be  contracted  for  by  subsec¬ 
tion  (b)  hereof. 

“(d)  Section  404  (c)  of  the  Housing 

Amendments  of  1955,  as  amended,  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“‘(c)  (1).  Condemnation  proceedings  in¬ 
stituted  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Act  of  August  1,  1888  (25  Stat.  357; 
40  U.  S.  C.  257),  as  amended,  or  any  other 
applicable  Federal  statute.  Before  any  such 
condemnation  proceedings  are  instituted,  an 
effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  the  property 
involved  by  negotiation.  In  any  such  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings,  and  in  the  interests 
of  expedition,  the  issue  of  just  compensa¬ 
tion  may  be  determined  by  a  commission  of 
three  qualified,  disinterested  persons  to  be 
appointed  by  the  court.  Any  commission 
appointed  hereunder  shall  have  the  powers 
of  a  master  provided  in  subdivision  (c)  of 
rule  53  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Proce¬ 
dure  and  proceedings  before  it  shall  be  gov¬ 
erned  by  the  provisions  of  paragraphs  (1) 
and  (2)  of  subdivision  (d)  of  such  rule. 
Its  action  and  report  shall  be  determined  by 
a  majority  and  its  findings  and  report  shall 
have  the  effect,  and  be  dealt  with  by  the 
court  in  accordance  with  the  practice  pre¬ 
scribed  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  (e) 
of  such  rule.  Trial  of  all  issues,  other  than 
just  compensation,  shall  be  by  the  court. 

“‘(2)  In  any  condemnation  proceedings 
Instituted  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  court 
shall  not  order  the  party  in  possession  to 
surrender  possession  in  advance  of  final  judg¬ 
ment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking  has  been 
filed,  and  a  deposit  of  the  amount  estimated 
to  be  just  compensation  has  been  made, 
under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  Feb¬ 
ruary  26,  1931  (46  Stat.  1421),  providing  for 
such  declarations.  Unless  title  is  in  dispute, 
the  court,  upon  application,  shall  promptly 
pay  to  the  owner  at  least  75  per  centum  of 
the  amount  so  deposited,  but  such. payment 
shall  be  made  without  prejudice  to  any  party 
to  the  proceeding.  In  the  event  that  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings  are  instituted  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  procedures  under  such  Act  of 
February  26,  1931,  the  court  shall  order  that 
the  amount  deposited  shall  be  paid  in  a 
lump  sum  or  over  a  period  not  exceeding  five 
years  in  accordance  with  stipulations  exe¬ 
cuted  by  the  parties  in  the  proceedings.  In 
connection  with  condemnation  proceedings 
which  do  not  utilize  the  procedures  under 
such  Act,  the  Secretary  or  his  designee,  after 
final  judgment  of  the  court,  may  pay  or  agree 
to  pay  in  a  lump  sum  or,  in  accordance  with 
stipulations  executed  by  the  parties  to  the 
proceedings,  over  a  period  hot  exceeding  five 
years  the  difference  between  the  outstanding 
principal  obligation,  plus  accrued  interest, 
and  the  price  for  the  property  fixed  by  the 
court.  Unless  such  payment  is  made  in  a 
lump  sum,  the  unpaid  balance  thereof  shall 
bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  centum  per 
annum.’ 

“Sec.  514.  None  of  the  authority  contained 
In  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this  Act  shall  be 
deemed  to  authorize  afiy  building  construc¬ 
tion  project  within  the  continental  United 
States  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess  of — 

-  "(1)  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage 
warehousing; 

“(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  ware¬ 
housing; 

“(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  bar¬ 
racks; 

"(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer 
quarters; 

“unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that,  because  of  special  circumstances,  ap¬ 


plication  to  such  project  of  the  limitations 
on  unit  costs  contained  in  this  section  is 
impracticable. 

“Sec.  515.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  this 
Act  may  be  cited  as  the  ‘Military  Construc¬ 
tion  Act  of  1958’. 

“Sec.  516.  Section  407  (e)  of  Public  Law 
85-241,  approved  August  30,  1957,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  ‘July  1,  I960’  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  ‘July  1, 1961’. 

“title  VI 

“Reserve  Forces  Facilities 

“Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  as  follows: 

“(1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that 
precedes  clause  (1)  thereof  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows : 

“  '§  2233.  Acquisition 

“  ‘(a)  Subject-’to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235, 
2236,  and  2238  of  this  title  and  subsection  (c) 
of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may — ’. 

“(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  new  subsections  at  the  end 
thereof : 

“‘(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  pro¬ 
cure  advance  planning,  construction  design, 
and  architectural  services  in  connection  with 
facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under 
this  chapter  which  are  not  otherwise  au¬ 
thorized  by  law. 

"  ‘(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection 
(a)  shall  not  be  considered  "military  public 
works”  under  the  provisions  of  the  military 
construction  authorization  acts  that  repeal 
prior  authorizations  for  military  public 
works.’ 

“(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted 
after  section  2233; 

“  '§  2233a.  Limitation 

“  ‘No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is 
more  than  $50,000  may  be  made  under  sec¬ 
tion  2233  of  this  title  for  any  facility  that 
has  not  been  authorized  by  a  law  author¬ 
izing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for 
reserve  forces.  This  requirement  does  not 
apply  to  the  following : 

“‘(a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“‘(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  ex¬ 
panded,  rehabilitated,  converted,  or  equipped 
to  restore  or  replace  facilities  damaged  or 
destroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Representatives  have  been  notified  of  that 
action.’ 

“(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  new 
item: 

“  '2233a.  Limitation.’ 

"Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National 
Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended 
by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  9, 
1955,  chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by  sec¬ 
tion  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29,  1957,  Public 
Law  85-215  (71  Stat.  489),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  words  ‘in  an  amount  not 
to  exceed  $580,000,000  over  a  period  of  the 
next  eight  fiscal  years  commencing  with  fis¬ 
cal  year  1951,’. 

"(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National' De¬ 
fense  Facilities  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  by 
section  414  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956, 
chapter  939  (70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended  by 
striking  out  the  words  ‘and  without  regard 
to  the  monetary  limitation  otherwise  im¬ 
posed  by  this  section’. 

“Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title 
10,  United  States  Code,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  may  establish  or  develop  the  follow¬ 
ing  facilities  for  reserve  forces: 

“(1)  For  Department  of  the  Navy : 

“Naval  Reserve  (aviation) 

“Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force 
Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia;  Training  facilities, 
$480,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Supply 
facilities  and  utilities,  $259,000. 
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“Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado: 
Maintenance  facilities,  utilities,  and  land 
acquisition,  $652,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview,  Illinois: 
Navigational  aids  and  utilities,  $179,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan: 
Airfield  lighting,  $147,000. 

"Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  Califor¬ 
nia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
liquid  fueling  and  dispensing  facilities,  air¬ 
field  lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,- 
992,000. 

"Naval  Air  Station,  New  Orleans  (Alvin 
Callender  Field),  Louisiana:  Administrative 
facilities,  community  facilities,  navigational 
aids,  operational  facilities,  supply  faclities, 
maintenance  facilities,  and  land  acquisition, 
$2,447,000. 

"Naval  Air  Station,  New  York,  New  York: 
Airfield  lighting,  $130,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New 
York:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $652,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $570,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth, 
Massachusetts:  Utilities,  $407,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Penn¬ 
sylvania:  Utilities,  $99,000. 

"Naval  Reserve  (surface) 

“Alameda,  California:  Waterfront  opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  $123,000. 

"Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility, 
Bloomington,  Indiana:  Training  facilities, 
$95,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center.  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training 
facilities,  $108,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Cen- 
tralia,  Washington:  Training  facilities, 
$81,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chilli- 
cothe,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $100,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Dan¬ 
ville,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities,  $84,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk, 
New  York:  Training  facilities,  $79,000. 

"Fort  Schuyler,  New  York:  Waterfront 
operational  facilities,  $120,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hay¬ 
ward,  California:  Training  facilities  and 
land  acquisition,  $99,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  Honolulu,  Hawaii:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $515,000. 

"Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa 
City,  Iowa:  Training  facilities,  $97,000. 

“Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  Louisiana:  Communications,  $210,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olym¬ 
pia  (Tumwater),  Washington:  Training 
facilities,  $47,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena, 
California:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port 
Chicago,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$94,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training 
Center,  San  Jose,  California:  Land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  $78,000. 

“Saint  Petersburg,  Florida:  Waterfront 
operational  facilities,  $26,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center,  Steubenville,  Ohio:  Land  acqui¬ 
sition,  $18,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White 
Oak  (Lewiston),  Maryland)  :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $557,000. 

“Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yak¬ 
ima,  Washington:  Training  facilities,  $48,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  (ground) 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Lynchburg,  Virginia:  Training  facilities  and 
land  acquisition,  $388,000. 

“Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center, 
Memphis,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$453,000. 
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“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center,  Moline,  Illinois:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $152,000. 

“Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Train¬ 
ing  Center,  Pasadena,  California:  Training 
facilities,  $163,000. 

“(2)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force. 

"Air  Force  Reserve 

“Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs, 
Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $129,000.  , 

“Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  In¬ 
diana:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  land 
acciuisition,  $3,174,000. 

“Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facility,  $97,000. 

“Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Connecti¬ 
cut:  Maintenance  facility  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $160,000. 

“Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Main¬ 
tenance  facility,  and  supply  facility,  $325,000. 

“General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wis¬ 
consin:  Maintenance  facility,  and  opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $173,000. 

“Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester.  New 
Hampshire:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $180,000. 

“Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton, 
Missouri:  Operational  and  training  facili- 
ties,  $101,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field) , 
Orleans  Parish,  Louisiana:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $622,000. 

“Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsyl¬ 
vania:  Maintenance  facility,  $93,000. 

“Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

“Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan : 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  hos¬ 
pital  and  medical  facilities,  $171,000.  / 

“Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $740,000. 

“Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel, 
Minnesota:  Site  improvements,  $500,000. 

“Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birming¬ 
ham,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $150,000. 

“Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Virginia:  Supply 
facilities,  $50,000. 

“Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wiscon¬ 
sin:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$579,000. 

“Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois: 
Supply  facilities,  $78,000. 

“Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines, 
Iowa:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$53,000. 

“Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $1,308,000. 

“Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New 
Hampshire:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $170,000. 

“Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport, 
Mississippi:  Supply  facilities,  $362,000. 

“Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties.  $113,000. 

“Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Texas:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $1,862,000. 

“Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply 
facilities,  $159,000. 

“Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $1,136,000. 

“Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque, 
New  Mexico:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  and  supply  facilities,  $570,000. 

“Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martins- 
burg,  West  Virginia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $123,000. 

“O'Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago, 
Illinois:  Operational  and  training  facilities,' 
$1,099,000.1 


“Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario, 
California:  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $127,000. 

“Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland, 
Oregon:  Supply  facilities  and  maintenance 
facilities,  $233,000. 

“Rosecrans  Field,  Saint  Joseph,  Missouri: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan, 
Puerto  Rico:  Supply  facilities,  $70,000. 

“Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Arizona: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $655,000'. 

“Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Kentucky: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  $715,000. 

“Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence, 
Rhode  Island:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $213,000. 

“Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Housing, 
supply  facilities  and  utilities,  $317,000. 

“Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  bar¬ 
riers,  $300,000. 

“(3)  For  Department  of  the  Army: 

“Army  Reserve 

“Batavia,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$171,000. 

“Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $289,000. 

“Beloit,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$157,000. 

“Canandaigua,  New  York;  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $171,000. 

“Canton,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 
“Cheyenne,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities, 
$149,000. 

“Durant,  Oklahoma:  Training  facilities, 
$141,000. 

“Fargo,  North  Dakota:  Training  facilities, 
$149,000. 

“Fremont,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $149,- 
000. 

“Galesburg,  Illinois:  Training  facilities, 
$157,000. 

“Greenwood,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $85,000. 

“Hempstead,  New  York  (Nr2)  :■  Training 
facilities,  $536,000. 

“Johnstown,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $99,000. 

“Kewaunee,  Wisconsin:  Training  facilities, 
$157,000. 

“Madison,  Wisconsin  (Nr2) :  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $490,000. 

“Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  (Nr2)  :  Train¬ 
ing  facilities.  $443,000. 

“Saint  Marys,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$149,000. 

“Saint  Marys,  Pennsylvania:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $149,000. 

Salinas,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$164,000. 

“Sinton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $134j- 
000. 

“Stockton,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$164,000. 

“Warren,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $289,- 
000. 

“Weirton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $149,000. 

“San  Jose,  California :  Road  improvements, 
$32,000. 

“Land  acquisitionT"  Training  facilities, 
$419,000. 

“Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
“(Armory) 

“Ackerman,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

“Agawam,  Massachusetts:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $210,000. 

“Amarillo,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$231,000. 

“Asheville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $132,000. 

"Ashford,  Alabama:  Training  facilities, 
$70,000. 

“Atlanta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$132,000. 


“Batesburg,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $99,000.  I 

“Batesville,  Mississippi:  Training  facilities, 
$54,000. 

"Beckley,  West  Virginia:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $200,000. 

"Belfast,  Maine:  ’  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

“Belmont,  North  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $98,000. 

“Belton,  South  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $122,000. 

“Belton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $86,000. 

"Berryville,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

“Berryville,  Virginia:  Training  facilities, 
$135,000. 

“Bethel,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$480,000. 

"Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $45,000. 

"Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $270,000. 

“Bridgeport,  Alabama:  Training  facilities, 
$70,000. 

"Brunswick,  Maine:  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

“Caldwell,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$135,000. 

“Calhoun,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$110,000. 

“Camden,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Carlisle,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 
$45,000. 

“Catskill,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

“Chesterfield,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $99,000. 

“Chester,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facilities, 
$206,000. 

“Cincinnati,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

“Clarksburg,  West  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $189,000. 

“Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

“Clover,  South  Carolina:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $99,000. 

“Cody,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

“Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $375,000. 

“Crossville,  Tennessee:  .Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Cuero.  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

"Culver  City,  California:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $38,000. 

“Dallas  Number  5,  Texas:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $154,000. 

“Dayton,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Duluth,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$37,000.  — 

“Eatonton,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

“Edna,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

"El  Campo,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$104,000. 

“Espanola,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

*  “Fairbanks,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$277,000. 

“Farmville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $98,000v.  ' 

“Fontana,  California :  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

“Franklin,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Fredericktown,  Missouri:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $135,000.  J 

“Gainesville,  Florida:  Training,  facilities, 

$120,000. 

"Gainesville,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 

$111,000. 

“Gardiner,  Maine :  Training  facilities,  $75,- 

000. 

"Gassaway,  West  Virginia:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $189,000. 
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"Greensboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $357,000. 

“Greenville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities, 
$165,000. 

"Hammonton,  New  Jersey:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $175,000. 

“Harriman,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Hendersonville,  North  Carolina:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $120,000. 

"Hollister,  California:  Training  facilities, 
$105,000. 

“Honey  Grove,  Texas:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

"Houston  Number  1,  Texas:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $323,000. 

“Houston  Number  2,  Texas:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $264,000. 

“Jerome,  Idaho:  Training  facilities, 

$52,000. 

“Johnston,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $99,000. 

“Juncos,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facilities, 
$38,000. 

“Juneau,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 

$450,000. 

“Kannapolis,  North  Carolina:' Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $109,000. 

“Kealakekua,  Hawaii:  Training  facilities, 
$145,000. 

“Ketchikan,  Alaska:  Training  facilities, 
$277,000. 

“Keyser,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities, 
$157,000. 

“Kingsport,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$165,000. 

“Lake  City,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $99,000. 

“Lasker -Woodland,  North  Carolina :  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $103,000. 

“Laurinburg,  Nofth  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $105,000. 

“Lincolnton,  North  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $95,000. 

"Ligonier,  Pennsylvania:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $45,000. 

“Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities, 
$260,000. 

“Livingston,  Tennessee:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $91,000. 

“Logan,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities, 
$189,000- 

“Lovell,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

“Marietta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

“Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $160,000. 

“Middleboro,  Kentucky:  Training  facilities, 
$130,000. 

“Millinocket,  Maine:  Training  facilities, 
$75,000. 

“Minneapolis,  Minnesota:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $88,000. 

“Nashville,  North  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $98,000. 

“New  Bern,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“New  London,  Connecticut:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $360,000. 

“Norfolk,  Virginia:  Training  facilities, 
$441,000. 

“Northwest  St.  Paul,  ^Jinnesota:  Training 
facilities,  $130,000. 

"Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities, 
$142,000. 

“Ocean  Springs,  Mississippi:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $54,000. 

“Pacolet  Mills,  South  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $99,000. 

“Patchogue,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$375,000. 

“Persons,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Phoenix,  Arizona:  Training  facilities, 
$65,000. 

“Pitman,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$175,000. 

“Portland,  Mainer  Training  facilities, 
$75,000.  — 


“Preston,  Idaho:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

“Princeton,  New  Jersey:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $175,000. 

“Pulaski,  Virginia:  Training  facilities, 
$135,000. 

“Quitman,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

“Reynolds,  Georgia:  Training  facilities, 
$90,000. 

“Richmond,  Virginia:  Training  facilities, 
$441,000. 

“Rigby,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

“Rockingham,  North  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $98,000. 

“Roseboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $98,000. 

“Saco,  Maine:  $150,000. 

“Salem,  New  Jersey:  Training  facilities, 
$15,000. 

"Salem,  Oregon:  Training  facilities,  $161,- 
000. 

“Salem,  South  Dakota:  Training  facilities, 
$150,000. 

“San  Fernando,  California :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $115,000. 

“San  Rafael  (Fairfax),  California:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $115,000. 

“Saranac  Lake,  New  York:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $300,000. 

“Saugus,  Massachusetts:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $210,000. 

"Shallotte,  North  Carolina:  Training  facil¬ 
ities,  $95,000. 

"Silver  City,  New  Mexico:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $57,000. 

“Sitka,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

“Smithfield,  North  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $98,000. 

“Smithtown,  New  York:  Training  facilities, 
$300,000. 

"Socorro,  New ‘Mexico:  Training  facilities, 
$57,000. 

“South  Boston,  Massachusetts:  Training 
facilities,  $360,000. 

“South  Pittsburg,  Tennessee:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $91,000. 

“South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $150,000. 

“Saint  George,  South  Carolina:  Training 
facilities,  $99,000. 

“Stillwater,  Minnesota:  Training  facilities, 
$37,000.  , 


“Storm  Lake,  Iowa: 

Training 

facilities, 

$95,000. 

“Sturgis,  Michigan : 

Training 

facilities. 

$220,000. 

“Swanton,  Vermont : 

Training 

facilities. 

$137,000. 

“Tell  City,  Indiana : 

Training 

facilities, 

$188,000. 

“Texarkana,  Texas: 

Training 

facilities, 

$153,000. 

“Twin  Falls,  Idaho: 

Training 

facilities. 

$90,000. 

“Valparaiso,  Indiana : 

Training 

facilities. 

$188,000. 

"Ventura,  California: 

Training 

facilities. 

$115,000. 

“Wahoo,  Nebraska : 

Training 

facilities. 

$115,000. 

“Wallace,  North  Carolina:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $95,000. 

“Waverly,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities, 
$91,000. 

“Waynesboro,  Tennessee:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $91,000. 

"Weston,  West  Virginia:  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $139,000. 

“Whitman,  Massachusetts :  Training  facili¬ 
ties,  $210,000. 

"Whitmire,  South  Carolina:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $99,000. 

“Winnemucca,  Nevada:  Training  facilities, 

$110,000. 

"Yates  Center,  Kansas:  Training  facilities, 
$93,000. 

“Yuma,  Arizona:  Training  facilities,  $45,- 

000. 
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"Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 
"(Nonarmory) 

"Anchorage,  Alaska:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $192,000. 

"Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  and  sup¬ 
ply  facilities,  $190,000. 

“Burlington,  Vermont:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $208,000. 

“Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Administra¬ 
tive  and  supply  facilities,  $325,000. 

“Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  $279,000. 

“Camp  Butner,  North  Carolina:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  $353,000. 

“Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $80,000. 

“Camp  Dodge,  Iowa:  Supply  facilities, 

$120,000. 

"Camp  Shelby,  Mississippi:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $165,000. 

“Columbia,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $80,000. 

“Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Administrative 
and  supply  facilities,  $145,000. 

“Culbertson,  Montana:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $73,000. 

"Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Administrative 
and  supply  facilities,  $113,000. 

“Kalispell,  Montana:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $67,000. 

“Nashville,  Tennessee:  Administrative  and 
supply  facilities,  $493,000. 

“Salt  Lake  City,  Utah:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $235,000. 

“Trenton,  New  Jersey:  Supply  facilities, 
$80,000. 

“(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities 
made  necessary  by  changes  in  the  assignment 
of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  forces 
units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  determines  that  deferral  of  such 
facilities  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  au¬ 
thorizing  appropriations  for  specific  facili¬ 
ties  for  reserve  forces  would  be  inconsistent 
with  the  interests  of  national  security  and 
if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee 
notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a 
final  decision  to  implement,  of  the  nature 
and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility  to  be 
undertaken  under  this  subsection. 

“Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section 
2233a  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  does 
not  apply  to — 

“(a)  facilities  that — • 

“(1)  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation 
with  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives 
before  July  1,  1958; 

"(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1, 
1960;  and 

“(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made 
before  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act;  or 

“(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  603  (4)  of  this  Act;  or 

“(c)  Tire  following  facilities  for  the  Air 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States: 

“(1)  Milford  Point,  Connecticut:  Opera¬ 
tion  and  training  facilities,  $337,000. 

"(2)  Wellesley,  Massachusetts:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $319,000. 

“(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White 
Plains,  New  York:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $105,000. 

“Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may 
establish  or  develop  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sec¬ 
tions  3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
as  amended,  and  section  4774  (d)  and  9774 
(d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The 
authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary 
improvements  on  land  includes  authority  for 
surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning, 
and  supervision  incident  to  construction. 
That  authority  may  be  exercised  before  title 
to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even 
though  the  land  is  held  temporarily.  The 
authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  in- 
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eludes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to 
acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange 
of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

“Sec.  606.  Appropriations  for  facilities 
projects  authorized  by  section  603  for  the 
respective  reserve  components  of  the  armed 
forces  may  not  exceed — 

“(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval 
and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  $11,886,000. 

“(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

“(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000; 

“(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United 
States,  $11,976,000. 

“(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army 
Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States,  $28,330,000. 

“Sec.  607.  (a)  Any  of  the  amounts  named 
in  section  603  of  this  Act  may,  in  the  dis¬ 
cretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  in¬ 
creased  by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost 
for  all  projects  authorized  for  the  Naval  and 
Marine  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve, 
the  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States, 
and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army  National 
Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed 
the  amounts  named  in  clauses  1,2  (a),  2  (b), 
and  3  of  section  606. respectively. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and 
Air  Force,  respectively,  may,  in  the  discre¬ 
tion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  establish  or 
develop  facilities  for  Reserve  forces  other 
than  those  facilities  authorized  by  section 
603  of  this  Act,  except  that  (1)  the  total  cost 
of  such  facilities  by  any  service  shall  not 
exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total  amount 
authorized  to  be  expended  by  that  service 
for  projects  under  such  section,  and  (2)  the 
total  cost  for  all  projects  established  or  de¬ 
veloped  by  any  service  under  the  authority 
of  this  subsection  shall  not,  when  added  to 
the  total  cost  of  the  projects  established  or 
developed  by  such  service  under  the  authority 
of  section  603,  exceed  the  amounts  prescribed 
by  clauses  1,  2  (a),  2  (b),  3,  of  section  606, 
respectively. 

“Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the 
•Reserve  Forces  Facilities  Act  of  1958’.” 

And  the  Senate  agreed  to  the  same. 

Carl  Vlnson, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Leslie  C.  Arends, 

Leon  H.  Gavin, 

Bob  Wilson, 

Katherine  St.  George, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Hou^e. 
Richard  B.  Russell,  / 
John  Stennis, 

Henry  M.  Jackson, 

Leverett  Saltonstall, 
Francis  Case, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

On  July  10,  the  House  of  Representatives 
passed  H.  R.  13015,  which  was  the  fiscal  year 
1959  military  construction  and  authorization 
for  the  three  military  departments  and  the 
Department  of  Defense.  For  the  first  time, 
the  bill  also  contains  authority  for  Reserve 
component  construction. 

The  larger  differences  and  the  action  agreed 
upon  by  the  conferees  are  as  follows: 

TITLE  I 

Army 

In  the  Army  title  of  the  bill,  the  following 
items  were  in  disagreement:  The  deletion  by 
the  Senate  of  hospitals  at  Carlisle  Barracks, 
Pa.,  and  Fort  McClellan,  Ala.;  the  deletion 
of  a  real-estate  acquisition  at  Baywood  Park, 
Calif.;  the  elimination  of  authority  for  con¬ 
struction  of  troop  housing  at  Camp  Desert 
Rock,  Nev.,  and  the  elimination  of  Capehart 
housing  units  at  Fort  Bragg,  N.  C.,  and  Fort 
Eustis,  Va. 

More  importantly,  the  House  and  Senate 
versions  of  the  bill  were  in  disagreement  with 


respect  to  the  removal  from  the  Army  title  of 
approximately  $137  million  representing  con¬ 
struction  for  defense  missiles  and  the  place¬ 
ment  of  that  authority  in  title  IV  of  the  bill 
under  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

Another  area  of  disagreement  involved  the 
raising  of  the  House  figure  of  $10  million  to 
$25  million  for  authority  to  construct  facili¬ 
ties  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 
sions,  new  weapons  development,"  new  and 
unforeseen  research  and  development  re¬ 
quirements,  or  improved  production  sched¬ 
ules. 

Section  109  of  the  “Army”  title  relative  to 
the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Houston, 
Tex.,  was  a  further  item  in  disagreement. 

Under  the  wording  in  the  House  version  of 
the  bill,  it  was  mandatory  that  this  depot  be 
moved  from  its  present  location  to  the  Point- 
Aux-Pins  area,  Alabama.  The  Senate  varied 
the  House  version  of  this  section  in  a  number 
of  respects.  The  most  important  change 
made  by  the  Senate  was  to  require  that  the 
depot  be  moved  from  Houston,  Tex.,  “unless 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  finds  after  due  in¬ 
vestigation  that  such  action  would  be  inimi¬ 
cal  to  the  national  security.” 

The  House  and  Senate  conferees  resolved 
these  differences  as  fallows: 

The  Senate  receded  with  respect  to  the 
provision  of  hospitals  at  Carlisle  Barracks, 
Pa.,  and  Fort  McClellan,  Ala. 

The  House  receded  with  respect  to  the 
acquisition  of  real  estate  at  Baywood  Park, 
Calif.,  and  also  with  respect  to  the  provision 
of  troop  housing  at  Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nev. 
The  House  further  receded  with  respect  to 
the  provision  of  Capehart  housing  at  Fort 
Bragg,  N.  C„  and  Fort  Eustis,  Va. 

The  difference  between  the  Senate  and 
House  versions  of  the  bill  with  respect  to 
defense  missiles  was  resolved  to  the  satisfac¬ 
tion  of  all  conferees  by  the  deletion  of  sec¬ 
tion  402  of  the  bill  as  it  appeared  in  the 
Senate  version  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
a  section  402,  which  renders  entirely  clear 
tlftt  the  Secretary  of  Defense  must  make  a 
decision  with  respect  to  the  type  of  missile 
which  is  to  be  used  and  grants  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  authority  to  transfer  funds  be¬ 
tween  the  Army  and  the  Air  Force  in  con¬ 
sonance  with  his  decision. 

With  respect  to  San  Jacinto,  the  House 
accepted  the  Senate  version  with  an  amend¬ 
ment.  This  amendment  will  require  that 
should  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  be 
turned  over  to  the  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration  for  disposal,  the  requirement  that 
the  Department  of  the  Army  come  into  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Senate  and  House  Armed 
Services  Committees  in  accordance  with  ex¬ 
isting  law,  will  still  obtain.  The  only  other 
change  made  in  this  section  was  to  require 
that  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  the  depot  should  be  moved,  it  be  moved 
in  24  months  rather  than  the  36  months  set 
out  in  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill. 

In  this  connection,  the  conferees  wish  to 
draw  attention  to  that  portion  of  the  Senate 
committee  report  relating  to  San  Jacinto  and 
other  facilities .  of  a  similar  nature.  It  is 
realized  that  ammunition  storage  and  out- 
loading  facilities  create  hazards  in  the  area 
surrounding  them,  and  it  is  felt  that  all  these 
installations  should  receive  close  study  to 
ascertain  whether  they  should  remain  in 
their  present  locations.  The  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  made  particular  note  of  the  facility  at 
Port  Chicago  being  in  this  category  and 
pointed  out  that  the  reason  why  the  Senate 
committee  has  not  taken  action  with  respect 
to  the  movement  of  this  installation  is  the 
fact  that  the  Department  of  Defense  indicates 
that  its  existence  at  its  present  location  is 
essential  to  national  security  and  that  no 
satisfactory  alternate  site  has  been  found  on 
the  Pacific  coast. 

As  stated  above,  the  House  version  of  the 
bill  contained  an  authority  in  the  amount 
of  $10  million  to  be  used  to  construct  facili¬ 
ties  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Army  mis¬ 


sions,  etc.  The  Senate  version  on  the  other 
hand  contained  authority  in  the  amount  of 
$25  million  for  this  purpose.  The  House  and 
Senate  conferees  resolved  this  difference  by 
setting  a  sum  of  $17,500,000  as  an  amount 
adequate  to  cover  the  contingencies  contem¬ 
plated  by  this  portion  of  the  bill. 

title  ii 
Navy 

The  only  major  areas  of  disagreement  in 
the  Navy  title  of  the  bill  were  the  granting 
of  authority  for  the  construction  of  a  dry- 
dock  at  the  Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston, 
S.  C.;  the  addition  by  the  Senate  of  a 
Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma, 
Ariz.;  the  deletion  by  the  Senate  of  a  classi¬ 
fied  facility  in  section  202;  the  raising  from 
$10  million  to  $25  million  authority  relating 
to  changes  in  Navy  missions,  etc.,  as  is  de¬ 
scribed  above  with  respect  to  a  similar  au¬ 
thority  for  the  Army;  and  authority  to  con¬ 
struct  1,000  units  of  Capehart  housing  at  the 
Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  together  with 
the  transfer  of  certain  land  necessary  for  this 
housing. 

These  changes  were  resolved  as  follows: 

The  House  receded  with  respect  to  the 
drydock  at  Charleston,  S.  C.,  with  an  amend¬ 
ment.  The  amendment  contemplates  that 
authority  in  the  amount  of  $500,000  will  be 
provided  for  necessary  design,  plans,  and 
other  necessary  work  preliminary  to  the  ini¬ 
tiation  of  construction  of  this  important 
facility.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees 
that  this  authority  be  available  for  the  re¬ 
moval  and/or  relocation  of  any  structures  in 
the  area  in  which  the  construction  is  con¬ 
templated.  The  insertion  by  the  Senate  of 
the  authority  for  the  Marine  Corps  Auxiliary 
Air  Station,  Yuma,  Ariz.,  was  agreed  to  by 
the  House  conferees  with  an.  amendment  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  acquisition  of  the  necessary 
real  estate.  The  Senate  receded  with  respect 
to  the  authority  which  appeared  in  the  House 
version  of  the  bill  for  a  classified  facility  in 
section  202.  Another  classified  facility  in  an 
amount  approximating  $1,200,000  was  re¬ 
moved  from  this  section  at  the  insistence  of 
the  House  conferees. 

Again,  the  compromise  figure  of  $17,500,- 
000  was  accepted  by  the  conferees  for  con¬ 
struction  made  necessary  in  Navy  missions, 
new  weapons  development,  etc.,  as  was 
reached  with  respect  to  the  Army,  above. 

The  Senate  receded  with  respect  to  the 
1,000  units  of  Capehart  housing  at  the  Navy 
Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  and  a  minor  adjust¬ 
ment  was  made  with  respect  to  the  land 
necessary  for  this  housing.  The  Senate  had 
added  Wherry  acquisitions  at  Camp  Pendle¬ 
ton,  Calif.,  Twentynine  Palms,  Calif.,  and  at 
Squantum  Gardens,  Mass.  The  House  re¬ 
ceded  with  respect  to  these  three  additions. 
title  III 
Air  Force 

There  were  few  areas  of  disagreement  in 
the  Air  Force  title  of  the  bill.  These  were 
the  provision  of  facilities  at  Lowry  Air  Force 
Base,  Colo.,  which  the  House  allowed  but 
the  Senate  deleted.  The  Senate  had  in¬ 
serted  authority  for  construction  at  Moody 
Air  Force  Base,  Ga.  The  House  version  of 
the  bill  had  no  similar  item.  Also,  the  House 
had  provided  authority  for  troop  housing 
construction  at  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base, 
La.,  which  item  was  deleted  by  the  Senate. 
The  Senate  had  also  deleted  commissaries 
at  Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Calif.,  Ellsworth 
Air  Force  Base,  S.  Dak.,  and  Westover  Air 
Force  Base,  Mass.,  and  a  railway  facility  at 
Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  N.  C.  The 
Senate  also  had  inserted  a  classified  facility 
under  the  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning 
System  portion  of  the  bill. 

A  further  difference  involved  the  question 
of  defense  missiles  as  6uch  is  dealt  with  in 
section  302  of  the  bill.  The  only  other  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  House  and  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  in  the  Air  Force  title  related  to  the 
question  of  the  proper  sum  for  authority 
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for  construction  made  necessary  by  changes 
in  Air  Force  missions,  etc.  This  matter  is 
dealt  with  with  respect  to  section  102  under 
the  Army  title  of  the  bill.  The  same  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  difference  was  arrived  at  by  the 
provision  of  $17,500,000,  as  in  titles  I  and  II. 

The  other  differences  between  the  House 
and  Senate  versions  were  resolved  as  follows : 

The  House  receded  with  respect  to  Lowry 
Air  Force  Base  primarily  on  the  basis  that 
the  Air  Force  could  no  longer  defend  this 
item  in  any  specific  fashion  since  the  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  facility  still  awaits  decisions 
within  the  Department  of  Defense. 

The  insertion  by  the  Senate  of  facilities 
for  Moody  Air  Force  Base  was  accepted  by 
the  House  conferees  with  an  amendment. 
The  amendment  added  appropriate  authority 
for  troop  housing  and  utilities  at  this  instal¬ 
lation.  The  troop  housing  at  Barksdale  Air 
Force  Base,  which  had  been  deleted  by  the 
Senate,  was  reinserted  by  the  conferees  with 
the  Senate  receding.  The  House  receded 
with  respect  to  the  three  commissaries  men¬ 
tioned  above;  The  classified  facility  under 
the  Aircraft  Control  and  Warning  System 
was  permitted  to  remain  in  tlie  bill  with  the 
House  receding. 

Section  302  of  the  bill  contains  authority 
similar  to  that  contained  in  section  102  un¬ 
der  the  “Army”  title.  The  solution  arrived 
at  with  respect  to  this  section  is  identical 
with  that  for  the  similar  Army  authority. 
This  item  is  dealt  with  in  some  greater  detail 
below. 

TITLE  IV 

Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  title  IV,  the  Senate  had  inserted 
language  which  appeared  to  place  operational 
authority  in  the  Secretary  of  Defense  with 
respect  to  defense  missiles.  As  indicated 
under  both  the  Army  and  Air  Force  portions 
of  this  statement,  a  new  section  was  in¬ 
serted  in  lieu  of  section  402  of  the  Senate 
version  of  the  bill. 

All  conferees  felt  that  the  function  of  this 
new  section  and  the  purposes  which  it  is 
designed  to  accomplish  could  best  be  de¬ 
scribed  by  setting  out  the  exact  language  of 
this  important  change  in  the  bill.  This  new 
language  clarifies  the  original  intent  not  to 
make  authorizations  or  appropriations  in 
operational  matters  directly  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense. 

“Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  shall,  prior  to  the  utilization  of 
the  funds  authorized  by  sections  102  and 
302  of  this  Act  for  establishing  or  develop¬ 
ing  classified  installations  and  facilities  for 
defense  missiles  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force, 
respectively,  determine  with  respect  to  each 
defended  area,  which  missile  or  combination 
of  missiles  will  be  employed  in  that  area. 
In  making  such  determination,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  have  the  authority  to  trans¬ 
fer  such  funds  as  may  be  made  available 
pursuant  to  the  authorization  contained  in 
such  sections  for  such  installations  and  fa¬ 
cilities,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  as  the  case  may 
be,  to  enable  such  Secretaries  to  utilize  the 
authority  contained  in  such  sections  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  such  determinations.” 
title  v 

General  provisions 

The  areas  of  disagreement  under  title  V 
were  not  numerous  but  did  involve  matters 
of  considerable  importance. 

The  first  item  of  disagreement  related  to 
section  506  of  the  Senate  version  of  the  bill 
relating  to  contracts  entered  into  by  the 
United  States.  The  House  and  Senate  con¬ 
ferees  both  had  exactly  the  same  purpose  in 
mind  and  that  was  to  insure  that  to  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  construction  con¬ 
tracts  within  the  Department  of  Defense 
shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  or  the  Bureau  of 


Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy. 
The  House  conferees  felt  that  the  Senate 
language  permitted  a  latitude  which  might 
fail  to  achieve  the  end  sought  and  the  Senate 
receded  by  accepting  a  new  version  of  the 
language  appearing  at  the  first  part  of  sec¬ 
tion  506.  The  new  language  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  is  as  follows: 

“Sec.  506.  Contracts  for  construction  made 
by  the  United  States  for  performance  within 
the  United  States,  its  Territories  and  posses¬ 
sions,  under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  the  Corps 
of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army,  or  the 
Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of 
the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  de¬ 
termines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and 
supervision  is  wholly  impracticable  such  con¬ 
tracts  should  be  executed  under  the  juris¬ 
diction  and  supervision  of  another  depart¬ 
ment  or  Government  agency.” 

The  conferees  wish  to  stress  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  this  portion  of  the  bill  since  it  is 
their  firm  belief  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
and  the  Bureau  of  Yards  and  Docks  are  fully 
qualified  by  long  experience  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  construction  contracts  and 
should,  therefore,  be  fully  utilized.  It  will 
be  noted  that  the  use  of  any  other  depart¬ 
ment  or  Government  agency  for  the  super¬ 
vision  ,of  such  contracts  is  limited  to  those 
instances  where  their  jurisdiction  and  su¬ 
pervision  by  the '  Corps  or  the  Bureau  are 
wholly  impracticable. 

The  next  area  of  disagreement  related  to 
the  exception  from  the  repealer  language  of 
the  backup  authorization  for  rental  guar¬ 
anty  housing.  The  Senate  had  deleted  this 
item  from  the  bill,  but  receded. 

Section  512  of  the  bill  had  no  counterpart 
in  the  House  version.  It  is  designed  to  permit 
all  Wherry  housing,  whether  mandatory  or 
permissive,  to  be  acquired  by  the  military 
departments  without  the  need  for  a  line  item 
in  the  annual  construction  bill. 

Section  513,  which  also  had  no  counter¬ 
part  in  the  House  version,  limits  the  number 
of  surplus  commodity  houses  to  4,000  units 
for  fiscal  year  1959,  and  Capehart  houses  to 
30,000  units  for  the  same  period.  The  House 
conferees  made  certain  modifications  to  the 
Senate  language  which  were  acceptable  to 
the  Senate  conferees.  The  principal  change 
was  the  substitution  for  the  word  “con¬ 
structed”  of  the  words  "contracted  for.” 
This  will  permit  more  orderly  administra¬ 
tion  of  the  law  and  will  express  in  better 
terms  the  actual  intention  of  the  Senate. 

'  Subsection  (d)  of  this  section  sets  out  the 
procedure  which  will  be  followed  in  the  con¬ 
demnation  of  Wherry  housing  projects.  In 
great  part,  this  subsection  repeats  existing 
law.  It  did,  however,  embody  certain  im 
portant  differences  from  existing  law,  princi 
pally  the  mandatory  requirement  that  the 
issue  of  just  compensation  for  a  Wherry 
project  be  determined  by  a  commission  of 
three  persons  to  be  appointed  by  the  court. 
The  Senate  language,  as  stated  above,  re¬ 
quired  that  compensation  be  determined  by 
commissioners.  Normal  practice  contem¬ 
plates  that  the  court  exercise  discretion  as 
to  whether  commissioners  shall  be  appointed 
or  the  matter  of  compensation  be  determined 
by  a  jury.  The  Senate  conferees  determined 
that  their  language  should  be  made  permis 
sive  rather  than  mandatory  and  as  this  is  a 
privileged  motion,  the  Senate  changed  its 
language  from  mandatory  to  permissive 
Subsection  (d)  (2)  was  stricken  from  the  bill 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Senate’s  change 
of  the  word  “shall”  to  the  word  “may”  made 
this  particular  subsection  unnecessary. 

Section  516  of  the  Senate  version  extended 
until  1962  the  period  within  which  substand¬ 
ard  family  housing  must  be  rehabilitated 
converted  to  other  use,  or  destroyed.  The 
House  conferees  felt  that  this  extension 
would  tend  to  perpetuate  a  situation  whict 
everyone  is  agreed  should  be  terminated  ai 
the  very  earliest'  possible  date.  The  Houst 


conferees  agreed,  however,  to  a  1-year  exten¬ 
sion,  until  1961,  but  wish  to  stress  their 
strong  interest  in  the  prompt  reconversion  or 
destruction  of  substandard  housing. 

title  vi 

Reserve  forces  facilities 

The  Senate  amendment  contained  a  provi¬ 
sion  authorizing  the  Secretaries  of  the 
military  services  with  the  approval  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  to  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  Reserve  facilities  other  than  those  au¬ 
thorized  by  section  603  providing  that  the 
total  cost  of  such  facilities  by  any  service 
would  not  exceed  10  percent  of  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  expended  by  that 
service  and  would  not  exceed  the  total 
amount  authorized  for  such  service. 

The  Senate  amendment  provides  a  flexibil¬ 
ity  for  the  military  services  which  appears  to 
be  necessary.  This  is  particularly  true  in 
that  the  bill  is  the  first  wherein  reserve  facil¬ 
ity  construction  has  been  authorized  by  line 
item  instead  of  by  general  authorizations  as 
has  been  done  in  the  past. 

In  addition,  it  will  allow  minor  deviations 
from  the  line  items  contained  in  the  bill  in 
the  event  State  or  Federal  authorities  find 
that  a  project  is  needed  prior  to  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  the  next  annual  military  construc¬ 
tion  bill. 

The  House  recedes. 

The  House  bill  contained  authorization  for 
35  National  Guard  armories  at  a  cost  of 
$5,007,000.  The  Senate  amendment  added 
108  armories  at  an  additional  cost  of  $15,- 
093,000. 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
concurred  with  the  Senate  in  that  addi¬ 
tional  guard  armories  are  needed.  Further¬ 
more,  the  States  have  appropriated  and  made 
available  as  matching  funds  $35  million 
which  cannot  be  used  until  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  contributes  its  share. 

At  the  present  time  the  National  Guard 
Bureau  estimates  that  more  than  700  guard 
armories  are  still  needed  throughout  the 
country.  In  view  of  this  shortage  it  was 
believed  that  guard  facilities  in  excess  of 
those  contained  in  the  House  bill  should  be 
authorized. 

The  House  recedes. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Paul  J.  Kilday, 

Carl  T.  Durham, 

L.  Mendel  Rivers, 

Leslie  C.  Arends, 

Leon  C.  Gavin, 

Bob  Wilson, 

Katharine  St.  George, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


MISS  BERTHA  ADKINS 

lrs.  ST.  GEORGE  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  extend  her/remarks 
at  thiknoint  in  the  Record.) 

Mrs.  ST.  GEORGE.  Mr.^peaker,  on 
my  returh  from  a  very  brief  visit  to 
Brazil  to  attend  the  Inte/parliamentary 
Union  Conference,  I  lizard  with  great 
pleasure  that  the  President  had  named 
my  very  good  and/ dear  friend,  Miss 
Bertha  Adkins,  to\me  position  of  Under 
Secretary  of  Hea^fcn, Education,  and  Wel¬ 
fare. 

This  is  a  mast  felicitous  choice.  It  is 
high  time  that  a  woman  of  talent  and 
capabilityT>e  a  member  oNthe  Cabinet. 

Miss  ./ylkins  is  admirably  fitted  through 
her  experience  in  the  field  \f  educa¬ 
tion,  her  gift  for  getting  on  witk  people, 
heiycalm  poise  and  serene  outlook  to  fill 
tl)fs  position  as  it  should  be  filleaNand 
le  women  of  America  will  be  able 
Zake  pride  in  the  recognition  given  to  i 
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ofVieir  sex,  not  because  she  is  a  woman 
but  because  she  is  far  and  away  the  best 
persohsfor  the  job. 

CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  POFFV  Mr.  Speaker,  on  rollcall 
No.  139  I  was  incorrectly  listed  as  absent. 
I  was  presentXin  the  Chamber  and 
answered  to  my  name  when  it  was  called. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  perma¬ 
nent  Record  and  Jbjirnal  may  be  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  permanent  Record  atad  the  Journal 
will  be  corrected  accordingly. 

There  was  no  objection. 


A  GRISLY  CALL  FOR  ACTION  SlN  THE 
KENNEDY-IVES  BILL 

(Mr.  UDALL  asked  and  was  given' 
mission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
point  in  the  Record.) 

Mr.  UDALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  human- 
torch  burning  of  Teamster  Agent  Frank 
Kierdorf,  in  Pontiac,  Mich.,  yesterday 
was  a  grisly  and  unanswerable  argument 
for  immediate  enactment  of  the  Ken- 
nedy-Ives  labor-reform  bill. 

This  incident  was  the  logical  result  of 
an  ex-convict  occupying  a  position  of 
leadership  in  a  racket-ridden  union. 
There  is  little  wonder  that  Mr.  Hoffa 
and  his  ilk  are  strenuously  opposed  to  the 
Kennedy-Ives  labor-reform  bill. 

The  attack  victim,  Frank  Kierdorf, 
could  never  have  become  a  union  official 
had  the  Kennedy-Ives  bill  been  in  force. 

The  Kierdorf  burning  is  a  gruesome 
call  for  action  by  the  House  before  Con¬ 
gress  adjourns  on  the  Kennedy-Ives  bill. 


DEBT 


INCREASING  THE  PUBLIC 
LIMIT 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Virginia,  from  the 
Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  fol¬ 
lowing  privileged  resolution  (H.  Res.  671, 
Rept.  No.  2429),- which  was  referred  to 
the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be 
printed : 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  he  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  hill 
(H.  R.  13580)  to  increase  the  public  debj 
limit,  and  all  points  of  order  against  said 
hill  are  hereby  waived.  That  after  geranal 
debate,  which  shaU  be  confined  to  the/Ujill, 
and  continue  not  to  exceed  2  hours/fco  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  the  chair¬ 
man  and  ranking  minority  memb&  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Mean/;  the  bill 
shall  be  considered  as  having  b/e n  read  for 
amendment.  No  amendmeny  shall  be  in 
order  to  said  bill  except  amendments  offered 
by  direction  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means.  Amendments  offered  by  direction  of 
the  Committee  on  Ways/and  Means  may  be 
offered  to  any  section  or  the  bill  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  general  debate,  but  said 
amendments  shall  not  be  subject  to  amend¬ 
ment.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  for  amendment,  the  Com¬ 
mittee  shall  ris£  and  report  the  bill  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted/and  the  previous  question  shall 
be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 
amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  with¬ 
out  inter/ening  motion,  except  one  motion  to 
recomqnt. 


AMENDING  THE  INTERSTATE 
COMMERCE  ACT 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  to 
suspend  the  rules  and  pass  the  bill 
(H.  R.  8742)  to  amend  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  to  provide  a  2-year  stat¬ 
ute  of  limitations  on  actions  involving 
transportation  of  property  and  passen¬ 
gers  of  the  United  States  Government 
and  to  provide  that  deductions  for  over¬ 
charges  by  the  United  States  shall  be 
made  within  3  years  from  time  of  pay¬ 
ment,  as  amended. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted ,  etc..  That  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(1)  Amend  section  16  (3)  as  follows:  In 
subparagraph  (a),  strike  out  “2  years”  and 
insert  ‘‘3  years”;  in  subparagraph  (c)  strike 
out  “2  years”  and  insert  “3  years”,  and  strike 
out  “2-year”  and  insert  “3-year”;  and  in 
subparagraph  (d)  strike  out  the  word  “2- 
year”  the  second  time  it  occurs  and  insert 
“3-year.” 

(2)  Add  the  following  new  subparagraph 
U)  to  section  16.(3) : 

N(i)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  (3) 
shall  extend  to  and  embrace  all  transporta- 
tionvjf  property  or  passengers  for  or  on  be¬ 
half  o\the  United  States  in  connection  witl 
any  action  brought  before  the  Commissi: 
or  any  court  by  or  against  carriers  sulu4ct 
to  this  part:  Provided,  however,  That /with 
respect  to  suWi  transportation  of  property  or 
passengers  foryor  on  behalf  of  the/ United 
States,  the  periods  of  limitation  herein  pro¬ 
vided  shall  be  extended  to  include  3  years 
from  the  date  oiVA)  paymeny  of  charges 
for  the  transports tion.  involved;  or  (B)  sub¬ 
sequent  refund  for  Noverpavment  of  such 
charges,  or  (C)  deduction  inade  under  sec¬ 
tion  322  of  the  Transportation  Act  of  1940 
(49  U.  S.  C.  66),  whichVvbr  is  later.” 

'  (3)  Amend  section  yC04a\as  follows:  In 
paragraph  (1)  strikeyout  "2\ears’’  and  in¬ 
sert  “3  years”;  in  paragraph  fS)  strike  out 
,  “2  years”  and  ins/rt  “3  years”\and  strike 
out  “2-year”  anct  insert  “3-yeaiN:  and  in 
paragraph  (3)  §mke  out  “2-year”  aiyd  insert 
“3-year.” 

(4)  Add  tlafe  following  new  paragraph  (7) 
to  section  2/4a : 

“(7)  Thre  provisions  of  this  section  204a 
shall  extend  to  and  embrace  all  transporta' 
tion  of  property  or  passengers  for  or  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  in  connection 
witfir  any  action  brought  before  any  court 
bwor  against  carriers  subject  to  this  part: 
novided,  however,  That  with  respect  to  such 
transportation  of  property  or  passengers  for 
or  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  the  periods 
of  limitation  herein  provided  shall  be  ex¬ 
tended  to  include  3  years  from  the  date  of 
(A)  payment  of  charges  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  involved,  or  (B)  subsequent  refund  for 
overpayment  of  such  charges,  or  (C)  de¬ 
duction  made  under  section  322  of  the  Trans¬ 
portation  Act  of  1940  (49  U.  S.  C.  66) ,  which¬ 
ever  is  later.” 

(5)  Amend  section  308  (f)  (1)  as  follows: 

In  subparagraph  (A)  strike  out  “2  years” 
and  insert  “3  years’’;  in  subparagraph  (C) 
strike  out  "2  years”  and  insert  “3  years”,  and 
strike  out  “2-year”  and  insert  “3-year”;  and 
in  subparagraph  (D)  strike  out  the  word 
“2-year”  the  second  time  it  occurs  and  in¬ 
sert  “3-year.”  . 

(6)  Add  the  following  new  subparagraph 
(5)  to  section  308  (f)  : 

“(5)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  (f) 
shall  extend  to  and  embrace  all  transporta¬ 
tion  of  property  or  passengers  for  or  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  United  States  in  connection  with 
any  action  brought  before  the  Commission 
or  any  court  by  or  against  carriers  subject 
to  this  part:  Provided,  however.  That  with 


respect  to  such  transportation  of  property 
or  passengers  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  United 
States,  the  periods  of  limitation  herein  pro' 
vided  shal  be  extended  to  include  3  years 
from  the  date  of  (A)  payment  of  changes 
for  the  transportation  involved,  or  (BY  sub¬ 
sequent  refund  for  overpayment  ol  such 
charges,  or  (C)  deduction  made  uifaer  sec¬ 
tion  322  of  the  Transportation  Act  of  1940 
(49  U.  S.  C.  66),  whichever  is  later.” 

(7)  Amend  section  406a  as'' follows:  In 
paragraph  (1)  strike  out  “2 .years”  and  in¬ 
sert  “3  years”;  in  paragraph  (2)  strike  out 
“2  years’’  and  insert  “3  gears’’,  and  strike 
out  “2-year”  and  inserl/“3-year”;  and  in 
paragraph  (3)  strike  <jat  “2-year”  and  in¬ 
sert  “3-year.” 

(8) ’  Add  the  following  new  paragraph  (7) 
to  section  406a : 

“(7)  The  provisions  of  this  section  406a 
shall  extend  to yind  embrace  all  transporta¬ 
tion  of  proptnny  for  or  on  behalf  of  the 
United  Statesr  in  connection  with  any  action 
brought  before  any  court  by  or  against  car¬ 
riers  subject  to  this  part:  Provided,  however. 
That  with  respect  to  such  transportation  of 
property  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  United 
State^f  the  periods  of  limitation  herein  pro¬ 
vided  shall  be  extended  to  include  3  years 
the  date  of  (A)  payment  of  charges  for 
!e  transportation  involved,  or  (B)  subse¬ 
quent  refund  for  overpayment  of  such 
charges,  or  (C)  deduction  made  under  sec¬ 
tion  '322  of  the  Transportation  Act  of  1940 
(49  U.  S.  C.  66),  whichever  is  later.” 

Sec.  2.  Section  322  of  the  Transportation 
Act  of  1940/  (49  U.  S.  C.  66)  is  amended  as 
follows : 

(1)  By  striking  the  words  “overpayment 
to”  and  substituting  therefor  the  words 
“overcharges  by.” 

(2)  By  adding  a  new  sentence  at  the  end  of 
the  section  as  follows:  “The  term  ‘over¬ 
charges’  shall  be  deemed  to  mean  charges  for 
transportation  services  in  excess  of  those  ap¬ 
plicable  thereto  under  the  tariffs  lawfully 
on  file  with  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  and 
charges  in  excess  of  those  applicable  thereto 
under  rates,  fare,  and  charges  established 
pursuant  to  section  22  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act:  Provided,  hoivever.  That  such 
deductions  shall  be  made  within  3  years  (not 
including  any  time  of  war)  from  the  time  of 
payment  of  bills:  Provided  further,  That 
every  claim  cognizable  by  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  for  charges  for  transportation 
within  the  purview  of  this  section  shall  be 

^forever  barred  unless  such  claim  shall  be  re¬ 
vived  in  the  General  Accounting  Office  with- 
ii\3  years  (not  including  any  time  of  war) 
f rona  the  date  of  ( 1 )  accrual  of  the  cause  of 
actioW  thereon,  or  (2)  payment  of  charges  for 
the  transportation  involved,  or  (3)  subse¬ 
quent  Rfund  for  overpayment  of  such 
charges,  ok  (4)  deduction  made  pursuant  to 
this  sectionSovhichever  is  later.” 

Sec.  3.  ThX  provisions  of  this  act  which 
amend  the  interstate  Commerce  Act,  as 
amended,  shall  aoply,  only  to  causes  of  action 
which  accrue  on\or  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  act.  The  provision  of  this  act  which 
amends  section  322\nf  the  Transportation 
Act  of  1940  (49  U.  S.  0L  66)  shall  apply  only 
to  transportation  performed  and  payment 
made  therefor  subsequeN  to  the  effective 
date  of  this  act. 


.  second  de- 


The  SPEAKER.  Is 
manded?- 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  Speakei\l  demand 
a  second.  , 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection,  a 
second  will  be  considered  as  ordeiT 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  FLYNT.  Mr.  Speaker,  H.  R.  87 
has  a  committee  amendment  whicf 
strikes  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause’ 
and  inserts  the  committee  draft  of  the 


. . 


’linorM  CONGRESSIONAL 
./JlpOf  PROCEEDINGS 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


OFFICE  OF  BPDGET  AND  FINANCE 
{For  Department  Staff  Only) 

Accounting. . , , , , ,23,40 
Appropr iat ions  7 

Atomic  energy,,. \ . 10 

Budgeting . ,  A.  . .  5 , 40 

Cornmeal , ,  25 
Defense  production. ,  A, . 25 
Economic  situation.... \28 

Education . . 

Electrification. ....  .'.2,2 
Fair  trade, .31 
Farm  committeemen. ...... 25 

Farm  loans . 40 

Farm  program . 1,27 

Federal-State  relations. 22 

Feed. . . 1 

Flour . 25 

Foreign  trade.. ...... ,3,19 


CONTENTS 


Issued  August  7, 
For  actions  of  August  6, 
85th-2d, 


vestock. . 1, 

Meat packers. . .. •••••••• 

Military  construction. ./.  3 
Mineral s. ............ L6 , 24 

Organization, Y/%  •  •  *  2 
Personnel,  ........ /, .  11 , 39 


Research. ...............  14 

Small  business. ......... 17 

>Soil  conservation. ..... .34 

Statehood, . . ..,,15 ,30 

Surplus  commodities. ,,,, 19 

Surplus  property, . 21 

Tobacco . .•••.••••••.20 

Trade  agreements . ...29 

Mater. .......•••.....33,35 

Wheat .....••••.••.•.•••.25 

Wool . 36 


Price  contTrol. . .  A. . . . . .38 

Fruits  and  nuts. ........  ,6  Property. .  A-  ......  12 

Imports. ....... ....... ...6  Public  debt. A?. . 4,32 

Inspection  services, ....  13  Public  Law  4j20\ . 19 

Legislative  program. .  18,25  Reports. .  .yi. .  .X. ......  14 

HIGHLIGHTS:  House  rejected  farm  bill\  House  passed  bill  to  increase  public  debt 
limit.  House  received  conference  report  on  trade  agreements  extension  bill.  House 
Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  to  agree  to  Senate  amendments  to  accrued  expend¬ 
itures  budgeting  bill.  House  cotonittee  ordered -reported  bill  to  grant  REA  Adminis¬ 
trator  more  authority.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  long-term,  extension  of  Public  Law  480. 
Sen.  Ellender  introduced  bil]/to  provide  revolving  fund  for  USDA  loans. 


HOUSE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Vdted,  210  to  186,  to  suspend  the  rules  and  pass  S.  4071,  the 
farm  bill.  Since  this  was  not  the  required  two-thirds  vote  for  passage  under 
suspension  at  the  rules,  the  bill  was  rejected,  p.  15049 

Rep.  Anderson  stated  that  food  prices  are  increasing  and  that  he  has 
"predicted  time  and  again  consumers  do  not  benefit  from  legislation  and  admin¬ 
istrative  action  to  depress  farm  commodity  prices."  p,  15044 

Rep4  Harvey  discussed  the  farm  situation,  particularly  with  regard  to  feed 
and  /livestock,  and  urged  enactment  of  legislation  for  increased  research  on  the 
industrial  utilization  of  farm  products,  pp.  15085-89 

ECTRIFI CATION;  ORGANIZATION.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  orderedvre- 
ported  with  amendment  H.  R.  11762,  to  provide  that  Sec.  I  of  the  Reorganization 
Plan  No.  2  of  1953,  giving  the  Secretary  administrative  control  over  all  USD 
agencies,  shall  not  hereafter  apply  to  REA.  p.  D805 


2. 
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is 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H,  R.  12591,  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  President  to  enter  into  trade  agreements  (H.  Rept.  2502). 
reported  the  bill,  among  other  things,  extends  the  President^  authority  tj 
enter  into  trade  agreements  for  4  years;  restores  a  House  provision  that  action 
found  and  reported  by  the  Tariff  Commission  in  an  escape-clause  proceeding  to 
be  Necessary  to  prevent  or  remedy  serious  injury  is  to  take  effect  if ^approved 
by  the  President  or,  if  disapproved  by  the  President,  upon  the  adoption  by 
both  Houses  of  a  concurrent  resolution  stating  that  the  House  and  Senate  ap¬ 
prove  the  action  so  found  and  reported  by  the  Tariff  Commission  tj /  be  necessary; 
and  deletes  a  Senate  amendment  providing  for  the  establishment  ox  a  bipartisan 
commission\the  Commission  on  International  Trade  Agreement  Policy,  to  study 
and  recommend,  improvements  in  international  trade  agreement  policies,  pp. 
15083-85- ,  15^5 


4.  PUBLIC  DEBT.  Passed  without  amendment,  286  to  108,  H.  Rj/lJSSO,  to  increase 
the  public  debt  limit  to  $285  billion,  pp.  15048-49 


5.  BUDGETING.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolutionr  to  agree  to  the  Senate 
amendments  to  H,  R.  800^,  the  accrued  expenditure y budgeting  bill*  pp.  15049- 


50,  15114 


6.  FRUIT  AND  NUT  IMPORTS.  Votedv  136  to  109,  to  Suspend  the  rules  and  pass  H.  R. 
11056,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Marketing  Agreement  Act  so  as  to  extend  re¬ 
strictions  on  certain  imported  altrus  fruits,  dried  fruits,  walnuts,  and  dates. 
Since  this  was  not  the  required  two-third^  vote  for  passage  under  suspension 
of  the  rules,  the  bill  was  rejected,,  p/ 15050 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  the  conferej 
Department  appropriation  bill  for  >959 


report  on  H,  R.  12738,  the  Defense 
Rept.  2503).  pp.  15081-83 


8.  MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION.  Agreed,  256  to  135,  to  the  conference  report  on  H,  R. 
13015,  the  military  construction  authorization  bill.  pp.  15044-48 


9.  EDUCATION.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resoltoion  for  consideration  of  H.  R. 
13247,  to  strengthen  the  national  defense  and  to^encourage  and  assist  in  the 
expansion  and  improvement  of  educational  programs  \o  meet  critical  needs. 

(pp.  15050,  15114)  Rep4  Dwyer  spoke  on  the  need  for\enactment  of  this  legis¬ 
lation.  (pp.  15106-Qi 


10.  ATOMIC  ENERGY.  Ren/  Holified  criticized  the  President's  >£atement  taking 

exception  to  certain  provisions  of  the  atomoic  energy  authorization  bill,  in¬ 
cluding  the  development  of  certain  power  reactors,  pp,  1510*3-106 


PERSONNEL. 
S.  1903, 


Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without^ amendment 
authorize  the  payment  of  transportation  expenses  foAPresidential 
assigned  to  duty  posts  outside  the  continental  U.  S.  (tty  Rept. 
2487).  /p.  15115 

The' Ways  and  Means  Conanittee  reported  without  amendment  H.  R.  11098,  to 
Section  1505  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  that  in  determining 
eligibility  of  Federal  employees  for  unemployment  compensation  their  acc^ped 
nual  leave  shall  be  treated  in  accordance  with  State  laws.  p.  D807 


?F0PERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  R.  13673,  to  amend  the  Federal  Property  and  Administrative  Services  Act  to 
permit  donations  of  surplus  property  to  volunteer  fire-fighting  organizations 
(H.  Rept.  2494).  p.  15115 
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ment  of  the  House  numbered  2  and  agree  to 
the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

.  In  the  matter  proposed  to  be  Inserted  by  the 
'House  amendment,  strike  out  “Sec.  602. 
Transfer  of  funds’’  and  insert  “Sec.  602. 
Fuhd  for  management  counseling”;  and  the 
Hou^  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  Senate 
recede  flspm  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  numbered  4,  and  agree  to 
the  same  Vith  -an  amendment  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  thfe  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  HouseNmendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

“(3)  the  terms\small-business  investment 
company’  and  ‘company’  mean  a  small-busi¬ 
ness  investment  company  organized  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  title  III,  including  (except  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  section  301  and  section  308  (f ) )  a 
State-chartered  investment  company  which 
has  obtained  the  approval,  of  the  -Adminis¬ 
trator  to  operate  under  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  as  provided  in  section  3Q9  and  a  com¬ 
pany  converted  into  a  small-business  invest¬ 
ment  company  under  section  \oi  of  this 
Act.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same 
Amendment  numbered  13 That  t\e  Sen¬ 
ate  recede  from  its  disagreement  th  the 
amendment  of  the  House  numbered  13/Sand 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment's 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed 
be  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert'' 
the  following: 

“Sec.  301.  (a)  Small  business  investment 
companies  may  be  formed  for  the  purpose  of 
operating  under  this  Act  by  any  number  of 
persons,  not  less  than  10,  who  shall  sub¬ 
scribe  to  the  articles  of  Incorporation  of  any 
such  company:  Provided,  That  no  such 
company  shall  be  chartered  by  the  Admin¬ 
istration  under  this  section  in  any  State 
unless  the  Administration  determines  that 
investment  companies  cannot  be  chartered 
under  the  laws  of  such  State  and  operate  in 
accordance  with  the  purpose  of  this  Act: 
Provided  further,  That  no  such  company 
shall  be  chartered  by  the  Administration 
under  this  section  after  June  30,  1961.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 
Amendment  numbered  15 :  That  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  numbered  15,  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  Omit  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  House  amendment,  restore 
tha  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by 
the  House  amendment,  and  on  page  9,  line 
3,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  bill,  strike  out 
“309  (f)”  and  insert  "308  (f)”;  and ,  the/ 
House  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  25:  That  the  Se 
ate  recede  from  its  'disagreement  to  /the 
amendment  of  the  House  numbered  25/  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  House  amend  in  ent,  and 
on  page  20  of  the  Senate  en/rossed  bill 
strike  out  the  sentence  beginning  in  line 
12  and  insert  the  following:  /Such  approval 
shall  be  given  with  due  rega/6  to  the  factors 
specified  in  section  301  (cj  with  respect  to 
organization  of  small  business  investment 
companies.”;  and  the  /louse  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numh/red  38:  That  the  Sen¬ 
ate  recede  from  i/s  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  tl ys  House  numbered  38,  and 
agree  to  the  sajne  with  an  amendment  as 
follows :  Omit/ the  matter  proposed  to  be 
inserted  by  the  House  amendment,  restore 
the  matter /proposed  to  be  stricken  out  by 
the  Housyamendmeat,  and  on  page  25,  line 
10,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  bill  strike  out 
“sectioir  207  (c)  of  the  Small  Business  Act 
of  1933”  and  insert  “section  7  (d)  of  the 
Small  Business  Act”;  and  the  House  agree 
to /he  same. 

Amendment  numbered  39:  That  the  Sen¬ 
te  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House  numbered  39,  and 
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agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  Restore  the  matter  proposed  to  be 
stricken  out  by  the  House  amendment,  and 
(1)  on  page  25,  line  14,  of  the  Senate  en¬ 
grossed  bill,  strike  out  "Section  207  of  the 
Small  Business  Act  of  1953”  and  insert  “Sec¬ 
tion  7  of  the  Small  Business  Act”;  (2)  on 
page  25,  line  17,  of  the  Senate  engrossed  bill, 
strike  out  “(c)”  and  insert  “(d)”;  (3)  on 
page  25,  line  21,  of  the  Senate  engrossed 
bill,  strike  out  “agricultural”  and  insert 
“agriculture  for”;  (4)  on  page  25,  line  25, 
of  the  Senate  engrossed  bill,  strike  out  “sub¬ 
section  (b)  (4)  of  this  section”  and  insert 
“section  8  (b)  (1) .” 

And  the  House  agree- to  the  same. 

Brent  Spence, 

Paul  Brown, 

Wright  Patman, 

Albert  Rains, 

Jackson  E.  Betts, 

Gordon  L.  McDonough, 
William  B.  Widnall, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

J.  W.  Pulbright, 

John  Sparkman, 

Joseph  S.  Clark, 

William  Proxmire, 

Wallace  F.  Bennett, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate.  / 

Statement  / 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
die  conference  on  the  disagreeing  wtes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment®  of  the 
H<Nse  to  the  bill  (S.  3651)  to  m/fee  equity 
capital  and  long-term  credit  more  readily 
available  for  small-business  o/ncerns,  and 
for  otlW  purposes,  submit  /The  following 
statement in  explanation  of/che  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  Use  conferees  and 
recommend!^  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

The  following  Hoi/e  amendments  made 
technical,  clerical,  clarifying,  or  conforming 
changes:  1,  2,  3,yt  7,  8,  9,  10,  22,  27,  28, 
33,  34,  35,  37,  40,  4042,  43,  44,  and  45.  With 
respect  to  these/ ames.dments  ( 1 )  the  Sen¬ 
ate  either  recedes  or  secedes  with  amend¬ 
ments  which/are  technical,  clerical,  clarify¬ 
ing,  or  conforming  in  nature,  or  (2)  the 
House  rec/raes  in  order  to  conform  to  other 
action  agreed  upon  by  thNfolnrnittee  of 
conference. 

Amendments  Nos.  4,  12,  13,  liklS.  16,  17, 
18,/3,  24,  25,  and  26:  Title  III  of  the  Senate 
bjfl  (and  related  provisions  in  other  titles) 
ithorizes  the  Small  Business  Admfnistra- 
rtion,  until  June  30,  1961,  to  charter  small 
business  investment  companies  to  provide 
equity  capital  and  long-term  loan  funds 
small-business  concerns  under  the  prograi 
established  by  the  bill.  State-chartered  in¬ 
vestment  companies  which  meet  certain  of 
the  standards  and  requirements  applicable 
to  Federally  chartered  companies  under  the 
bill,  and  State  investment  and  development 
companies  which  are  converted  by  their 
shareholders  before  July  1961  into  small 
business  investment  companies  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  procedures  and  standards  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  bill,  could  also  operate  as 
small  business  investment  companies  under 
the  program.  After  June  1961  there  would 
be  no  further  Federal  chartering  of  such 
companies  or  conversion  of  State  companies 
(although  companies  so  chartered  or  con¬ 
verted  would  continue  to  operate  under  the 
program),  and  the  only  new  small  business 
investment  companies  would  be  those 
chartered  under  State  law  expressly  for  the 
purpose  of  operating  under  the  program. 

These  House  amendments  eliminated  from 
the  bill  all  provision  for  Federal  chartering 
of  small  business  investment  companies  and 
all  provision  for  the  conversion  of  State 
investment  and  development  companies, 
thus  providing  that  operations  under  the 
new  program  from  its  inception  (except  for 
the  direct  SBA  loans  to  State  and  local  de¬ 


velopment  companies  authorized  by  b6th 
versions  of  the  bill)  will  be  carried  on  ex¬ 
clusively  through  investment  companies 
chartered  under  State  law  expressly,  for  the 
purpose  of  such  operations.  Substantially 
all  of  the  standards,  procedures/ and  func¬ 
tions  prescribed  in  the  Senate  bill  with 
respect  to  the  organization  and  operation  of 
Federally  chartered  companies  would  be 
made  specifically  applicable  to  these  State- 
chartered  companies,  including  the  require¬ 
ment  that  the  articles /of  incorporation  of 
any  such  company  be,  presented  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  for  his  /pproval  before  it  can 
operate  under  the/ program  and  that  such 
articles  confer  certain  specified  powers  upon 
the  company.  / 

The  Senate  recedes  on  amendments  Nos. 
17  and  18,  and  recedes,  with  amendments, 
on  amendments  Nos.  4,  13,  15,  and  25,  and 
the  House ,-fecedes  on  the  remaining  amend¬ 
ments.  /Uder  the  action  thus  taken  by  the 
conferees,  the  Small  Business  Administra¬ 
tion ’s;.4uthority  for  a  3-year  period  to  issue 
Federal  charters  to  small  business  invest¬ 
ment  companies  (as  provided  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill)  is  retained,  but  such  authority  is 
.limited  to  States  where  investment  compa¬ 
nies  cannot  be  chartered  under  State  law 
and  operate  in  accordance  with  the  purpose 
of  the  act.  State-chartered  investment 
companies  would  not  be  compelled  to  meet 
the  organizational  requirements  which  are 
imposed  with  respect  to  federally  chartered 
companies  under  both  the  Senate  bill  and 
the  House  amendments  (and  which  are  also 
applicable  to  State-chartered  companies 
under  the  Senate  bill),  although  in  approv¬ 
ing  State-chartered  companies  to  operate 
under  the  program  the  Administration 
would  still  take  into  account  such  factors 
as  the  need  for  small-business  financing  and 
the  soundness  of  the  company  involved,  and 
in  their  operations  under  the  program  such 
companies  would  be  governed  by  regulations 
of  the  Administration.  The  authority  in 
the  Senate  bill  for  State  investment  and  de¬ 
velopment  companies  (during  a  3-year  pe¬ 
riod)  to  convert  themselves  into  Federal 
small  business  investment  companies  is  re¬ 
tained  in  the  conference  agreement. 

This  represents  a  compromise  to  protect 
the  traditional  powers  of  the  States  to  char¬ 
ter  business  corporations,  while  at  the  same 
time  permitting  Federal  chartering  in  situa¬ 
tions  where  State  laws  are  not  compatible 
with  effective  operation  of  a  State-chartered 
company  under  the  new  act.  There  are 
strong  indications  that  this  situation  exists 
in  some  States;  before  issuing  a  Federal 
charter  in  such  a  State,  the  Small  Business 
Administrator  would  have  to  make  an  af¬ 
firmative  determination  that  this  is  the 
ise. 

Amendment  No.  6:  Section  103  (a)  (6)  of 
tlie  Senate  bill  (defining  the  term  “invest¬ 
ment  companies”)  in  effect  required  a 
StateSchartered  investment  company  to 
meet  the  definition  contained  in  the  In¬ 
vestment  Company  Act  of  1940  in  order  to 
qualify  for  conversion  into  a  small  business 
investmentScompany  under  title  IV  of  the 
bill.  The  House  amendment  deleted  this 
definition,  irk  order  to  permit  smaller, 
closely  held  conmanies  to  qualify  for  con¬ 
version.  The  Senate  recedes. 

Amendment  No.Xll:  Section  202  of  the 
Senate  bill  provided  the  sum  of  $250  million 
for  the  new  small  business  investment  com¬ 
pany  program,  making  'euch  sum  available 
over  a  3-year  period  through  public  debt 
transactions  the  proceeds Xpf  which  would 
constitute  a  new  and  separate  revolving- 
fund  and  be  used  for  purposes  enumerated 
in  section  203.  The  House  amendment  also 
provided  the  sum  of  $250  million  for  the 
program;  but  it  would  make  such  stun  avail¬ 
able  (through  amendments  to  the^  Small 
Business  Act,  replacing  both  section  26(2  and 
section  203  of  the  Senate  bill)  by  increasing 
the  amount  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
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„  Administration’s  existing  revolving 
.  and  earmarking  the  increased  amount 
for  thknew  program. 

The  Senate  recedes,  so  that  the  bill  agreed 
to  jn  ''conference  authorizes  financing 
through  appropriated  funds  rather  than  pub¬ 
lic  debt  transactions.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  it  has  b&en  argued  recently  that  public 
debt  financingxiould  not  be  provided  in  this 
bill  under  the  Constitution  and  the  Rules  of 
the  House,  the  \ommittee  of  conference 
wishes  to  emphasize  that  in  agreeing  to  the 
House  amendment  orythis  point  they  do  not 
in  any  way  concede  the  validity  of  any  such 
argument.  The  House\Hanking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee  agreed  tQ  strike  the  public 
debt  transaction  provisions,  for  entirely  dif¬ 
ferent  reasons,  among  them,  being  the  fact 
that  the  other  SBA  programs  are  financed 
through  appropriations.  AlsoVthe  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  has  already  approved  a  request 
of  $50  million  in  appropriations  for  this  new 
program,  and  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee  is  actively  considering  this  re¬ 
quest;  the  conference  committee  is  confident 
that  this  sum  will  be  made  available.  \The 
acceptance  of  the  House  amendment  shots!  d 
not,  therefore,  be  taken  as  a  precedent 
those  who  would  deny  the  long-recognizec 
jurisdiction  of  the  legislative  committees  of 
both  Houses  to  include  provisions  for  public 
debt  transactions  in  bills  they  report. 

Amendment  No.  19:  Section  302  (b)  of 
the  Senate  bill  authorized  the  purchase  of 
small-business  investment  company  stock  by 
banks,  financial  institutions,  insurance  com¬ 
panies,  corporations,  partnerships,  and  other 
persons,  limiting  the  aggregate  amount  of 
such  stock  which  may  be  held  by  a  Federal 
Reserve  member  bank  or  a  bank  insured  by 
the  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation 
to  1  percent  of  its  capital  and  surplus.  The 
House  amendment  restricted  this  stock-pur¬ 
chase  authority  to  banks,  and  added  new  lan¬ 
guage  to  make  it  clear  that  the  right  of 
Federal  Reserve  member  banks  and  FDIC- 
insured  banks  to  purchase  such  stock  up 
to  1  percent  of  their  capital  and  surplus  is 
subject  (except  in  the  case  of  national 
banks)  to  the  provisions  of  applicable  State 
law;  the  extent  to  which  institutions  other 
than  banks  could  purchase  such  stock  would, 
of  course,  continue  to  be  governed  by  other 
applicable  law.  The  Senate  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  20:  Section  304  (d)  of  the 
Senate  bill,  in  requiring  a  small-business 
concern  receiving  capital  under  the  bill  to 
invest  in  the  stock  of  the  company  furnish¬ 
ing  the  capital  (in  an  amount  equal  to  not 
less  than  2  nor  more  than  5  percent  of  the 
capital  so  furnished),  authorized  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  permit  such  concern  to  post¬ 
pone  making  its  investment  in  such  stock  foi/ 
a  period  of  up  to  3  years.  The  House  amenc 
ment  eliminated  this  authority  to  permit 
the  postponement  of  the  required  invest¬ 
ment.  The  Senate  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  21:  Section  305/of  the 
Senate  bill  authorized  long-term  /loans  to 
small-business  concerns  by  smart-business 
investment  companies;  and  subsection  (b) 
of  that  section  would  permit  jfuch  loans  to 
be  made  either  directly  or  an  a  participa¬ 
tion  basis.  The  House  amendment  added 
new  language  to  subsection  (b)  limiting 
small-business  investment  company  partici¬ 
pation,  where  the  participation  is  on  a  de¬ 
ferred  basis,  to  90  percent  of  the  balance 
of  the  loan  outstanding  at  the  time  of  dis¬ 
bursement.  The  Senate  recedes. 

Amendments  Hos.  29,  30,  and  31 :  Section 
501  of  the  Senate  bill  authorized  the-  Ad¬ 
ministration  to  make  loans  to  State  and  local 
development  companies  in  exchange  for  their 
obligations)  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  act,  with  a  termination  date  for 
loans  to  local  development  companies  of 
June/30,  1961.  These  House  amendments 
eliminated  all  authority  to  make  such  loans 
to/local  development  companies,  thus  re- 
ricting  the  program  to  State  companies 


(but  retaining  in  other  provisions  of  the  bill 
the  authority  to  make  secured  loans  for  plant 
construction  or  improvement  to  local  as  well 
as  State  development  companies) .  The  Sen¬ 
ate  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  32:  This  amendment 
added  to  section  501  (b)  of  the  Senate  bill 
a  new  sentence  requiring  that  unsecured 
loans  made  to  development  companies  (under 
the  program  discussed  in  connection  with 
amendments  Nos.  29,  30,  and  31)  must  be 
treated  on  an  equal  basis  with  funds  of  the 
highest  priority  borrowed  by  such  companies 
from  other  sources  after  the  enactment  of 
the  act,  except  when  this  requirement  is 
waived  by  the  Administrator.  The  Senate 
recedes. 

Amendments  Nos.  36,  38,  and  39:  Section 
601  of  the  Senate  bill  repealed  section  13b 
of  the  Federal  Reserve  Act  (which  authorizes 
working-capital  loans  to  business  concerns 
by  Federal  Reserve  Banks),  and  section  602 
of  the  Senate  bill  provided  that  amounts 
repaid  to  the  United  States  by  those  banks 
as  a  result  of  such  repeal  shall  be  used  to 
finance  a  new  program  of  grants  for  studies, 
research,  and  counseling  for  small  businesses 
under  the  Small  Business  Act.  Under  the 
program,  grants  would  be  limited  to  $40,000, 
^and  not  more  than  one  grant  could  be  made 
any  one  State  in  any  one  year.  These 
H&nse  amendments  eliminated  the  new  pro¬ 
gram  and  provided  that  amounts  repaid  aj 
a  result  of  the  repeal  of  section  13b  shall  kfe 
covereci  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous 
receipts' 

The  coherence  agreement  retains  thfe  pro 
visions  of\he  Senate  bill,  with  technical 
amendments^  The  committee  of  conference 
felt  that  thesW  grants  will  materially  assist 
in  filling  the  need  for  management  coun¬ 
seling  for  small-DnSiness  concerns.  Lack  of 
such  counseling  constitutes /one  of  the  most 
serious  handicaps  ma^iy  srr/rtl  businesses  face 
today, 

Brent  Si^nce, 

Patjl  Bi 

WruGivf  Patman, 

Albert  Rains 
Jaokson  E.  BEfrs, 

drdon  L.  McDonough, 
William  B.  Widna) 

Manag/rs  on  the  Part  oj  t)i\  House, 


'’ARM  LEGISLATION 

(M/  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN  asked  >vnd 
was/given  permission  to  extend  his  r) 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record.) 

'Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
/Speaker,  the  rallying  cry  for  votes 
against  fair  and  equitable  farm  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  help  stabilize  and  sup¬ 
port  our  farm  economy  has  become  a 
plea  to  reduce  food  prices  for  consumers. 
I  know  that  food  prices  are  high,  but  so 
are  all  the  other  retail  prices  in  our  pres¬ 
ent  economy. 

The  classic  example  of  this  protect- 
the-consumer  clamor  was  the  opposition 
to  the  resolution  earlier  this  year  to 
freeze  price  supports,  especially  those 
for  dairy  products.  It  will  also  be  re¬ 
called  that  Secretary  Benson  publicly 
promised  retail  price  reductions  on  dairy 
products  if  he  was  permitted  to  reduce 
dairy  price  supports.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  he  said  that  if  retail  prices  did  not 
go  down  the  trade  would  hear  from  him. 

For  the  information  of  our  colleagues 
pleading  for  consumers,  I  quote  the  fol¬ 
lowing  facts  and  figures  from  the  United 
States  Department  of  Agriculture.  The 
dairy  price  support  reductions  went  into 
effect  April  1,  1958 — now  let  us  see  what 
has  happened  to  consumer  prices.  From 
May  1957  to  May  1958  retail  prices  on 


butter  went  down  only  four-tenths  of  a 
cent,  cheese  went  up  six-tenths,  fresh/ 
milk  went  up  four -tenths,  and  evapc 
rated  milk  went  up  six-tenths.  In  that 
same  period  the  spread  between  -pro¬ 
ducers  and  consumers  went  up  9  percent. 

As  I  have  predicted  time  anjr  again 
consumers  do  not  benefit  fro  nr  legisla¬ 
tive  and  administrative  action/to  depress 
farm  commodity  '  prices.  Tne  middle¬ 
men,  processors,  and  food  .handlers  take 
the  difference  and  even /add  on  a  little 
more  as  I  have  pointed/out.  Consumers 
do  not  gain  anything/  and,  as  a  matter 
of  hard  fact,  they  lo/e  purchasing  power 
for  the  goods  and/fer vices  they  want  to 
sell  in  the  rural/areas.  I  hope  we  have 
heard  the  last  oi  this  plea  for  consumers 
as  a  device  tiVrnuster  votes  against  nec¬ 
essary  farm1/ legislation.  The  statistics 
of  our  fooia  economy  prove  that  neither 
producer*?  nor  consumers  gain  anything, 
so  why  Hurt  the  pr.  lucers? 

'CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Ir.  GRANT.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  roll- 
sail  No.  153  on  August  4  I  am  recorded 
as  being  absent.  I  was  present  and 
answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Record  and  Journal  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama? 

There  was  no  objection. 

MILITARY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
13015)  to  authorize  certain  construc¬ 
tion  at  military  installations,  and  for 
other  purposes,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection) 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  Aug¬ 
ust  5,  1958). 

(Mr,  VINSON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re- 
marks  ) 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  5  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  one  of  the  most 
important  bills  that  has  been  considered 
by  the  House  during  this  session. 

When  the  bill  passed  the  House,  it 
authorized  an  expenditure  of  $1,658,491,- 
000.  When  the  bill  passed  the  Senate 
it  authorized  an  expenditure  of  $1,644,- 
641,000.  As  a  result  of  the  conference 
between  the  House  and  the  Senate,  the 
bill  now  is  $21,616,000  less  than  the 
House  version  and  $6,766,000  less  than 
the  Senate  version. 

The  Senate  included  108  National 
Guard  armories.  This,  therefore,  makes 
a  total  Reserve  program  in  the  bill  of 
259  Reserve  Installations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  only  two  mat¬ 
ters  in  this  conference  report  that  I 
desire  to  discuss.  One  has  reference  to 
what  is  known  as  the  condemnation  of 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE  15045 


Wherry  housing  projects.  The  House 
version  on  this  bill  has  no  language 
whatever  relating  to  condemnation  of 
Wherry  housing  since  it  was  satisfied 
to  permit  the  regular  condemnation 
proceedings  under  existing  laws  to  pre¬ 
vail.  The  bill,  as  it  passed  the  Senate, 
required  that  when  a  Wherry  housing 
project  was  condemned,  the  compensa¬ 
tion  that  was  to  be  paid  to  the  owner 
should  be  determined  by  a  commission. 
This  was  a  mandatory  provision  and 
varied  from  the  tradition  law  on  this 
subject  rather  radically. 

Mr.  Speaker,  under  the  fifth  amend¬ 
ment  and  the  court  decisions  which 
have  followed  from  this  provision,  and 
also  undgr  the  Rules  of  Federal  Pro¬ 
cedure,  the  question  of  just  compen¬ 
sation  has  always  been  determined 
either  through  the  appointment  of  Com¬ 
missioners  or  the  use  of  a  jury.  It  has 
been  discretionary  with  the  court  as  to 
which  of  these  courses  should  be  fol¬ 
lowed.  Under  the  Senate  language,  the 
right  of  a  jury  trial  would  have  been 
eliminated  and  the  court  would  have 
no  choice  but  to  appoint  a  commission. 
The  Senate  conferees  decided  that,  per¬ 
haps,  that  was  not  a  wise  amendment 
to  the  bill  and,  therefore,  receded  and 
insisted  that  the  mandatory  language 
for  the  appointment  of  the  commission 
be  changed  to  permissive  language 
which  will  allow  either  the  use  of  a 
jury  or  the  appointment  of  commission¬ 
ers.  Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  net 
effect  of  this  act  is  to  place  the  law 
relative  to  the  determination  of  just 
compensation  where  it  was  before,  and 
the  value  will  be  determined  as  it  al¬ 
ways  has  been  for  any  property  acquired 
by  the  United  States  through  condemna¬ 
tion  proceedings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that  is  sufficient 
information  to  the  House  to  clear  up 
that  point. 

Mr.  RAINS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  RAINS.  As  I  understood  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman,  he  stated  that 
the  only  change  in  the  language  which 
the  Senate  had  in  its  bill  was  that  it 
was  changed  from  “shall”  to  “may”  with 
reference  to  that  particular  type  of  con¬ 
demnation  proceeding;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  RAINS.  There  was  no  change, 
as  I  read  the  report,  made  in  the  so- 
called  formula.  It  is  the  same  as  in  the 
present  law;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  VINSON.  Yes ;  as  far  as  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Armed  Services  conferees  are 
concerned — that  is  correct.  In  that  con¬ 
nection,  may  I  say  to  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  Alabama,  there  is  an 
important  difference  between  the  meth¬ 
od  of  determining  value  for  Wherry 
houses  in  the  armed  services  construc¬ 
tion  bill  and  in  the  banking  and  currency 
bill  which  has  passed  the  Senate.  In 
our  bill,  we  permit  the  determination 
of  value  to  be  done  in  the  traditional 
fashion  and  without  in  any  way  condi¬ 
tioning  the  elements  which  a  court  may 
consider  in  arriving  at  just  compensa¬ 
tion.  This  is  a  tried  and  true  method 
which  has  been  used  ever  since  the  adop¬ 


tion  of  the  Constitution,  and  I  see  no 
reason  to  change  it.  In  the  banking, 
and  currency  bill,  however,  the  court  ap¬ 
parently  will  not  be  allowed  to  function 
as  a  free  agent  but,  if  I  read  your  bill 
correctly,  will  be  required  to  give  spe¬ 
cial  consideration  to  certain  elements 
of  value.  These  elements  are  always 
considered  by  the  court,  but  they  con¬ 
stitute  only  some  of  the  elements  in  the 
whole  process  of  value  determination. 

Mr.  RAINS.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield  further,  as  I  read  the  report,  I  do 
not  see  any  difference  in  the  formula 
that  is  in  the  Banking  and  Currency 
Committee  bill  that  has  been  reported 
because  it  does  not  change  the  formula 
which  has  been  in  the  law,  both  in  the 
military  construction  bill  and  in  the 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee  bill 
for  the  last  3  or  4  years.  You  did  not 
change  that  law ;  did  you? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No.  May  I  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  when  the  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency  submits  its  bill,  I 
hope  to  be  able  to  obtain  the  floor  to 
point  out  what  I  consider  to  be  the  prop¬ 
er  considerations  in  regard  to  the  values 
in  condemnation  proceedings.  I  trust 
we  will  debate  that  at  that  time,  if  that 
is  satisfactory  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RAINS.  That  is  satisfactory,  but 
I  am  unable  to  see  where  there  is  any 
difference,  and  I  would  be  glad  if  the 
gentleman  would  state,  if  he  can,  what 
the  difference  is. 

Mr.  VINSON.  The  gentleman’s  for¬ 
mula,  as  set  out  in  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee,  is  that  the  Com¬ 
missioners  shall  take  into  consideration 
the  replacement  cost  today,  minus  a  de¬ 
preciation.  We  think  that  should  not 
be  spelled  out  in  that  kind  of  language, 
because  if  you  take  that  into  consid¬ 
eration  it  is  bound,  in  some  instances, 
to  increase  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  restricts  the  freedom  of  the  court 
to  determine  value. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  one  other  point 
that  I  desire  to  call  attention  to,  if  the 
House  will  bear  with  me.  I  will  not  take 
long,  and  this  is  very  important.  The 
House  will  recall  that  in  the  public 
works  bill  there  was  a  mandatory  pro¬ 
vision  relating  to  what  is  known  as  the 
San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Houston, 
Tex.  That  language  made  it  mandatory 
that  this  ordnance  facility  in  the  vi¬ 
cinity  of  Houston,  Tex.,  should  be  dis¬ 
posed  of.  The  House  language  required 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  to  dispose 
of  it.'  The  Senate  version  varies  from 
the  House  language  in  the  following 
manner.  The  Senate  language  says  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  make  the  San  Jacinto 
Ordnance  Depot  available  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  General  Services  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  disposal,  unless  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Defense  finds  that  after  due 
investigation  such  action  would  be  inim¬ 
ical  to  the  national  security.  Our  House 
version  is  absolutely  mandatory,  but  the 
Senate  language  is  discretionary.  The 
question  of  whether  the  depot  will  be 
moved  is  left  to  the  determination  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense,  based  upon 
whether  it  would  be  inimical  to  the  na¬ 
tional  security.  So  I  think  the  Senate 
language — and  the  House  conferees — is 


much  preferable  to  this  House  version. 
Therefore  we  accepted  the  Senate  lan¬ 
guage. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  It  would  have  been 
much  more  preferable  if  it  had  been 
stricken  out  altogether. 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  differ  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  gentleman,  because  I  think 
the  facts  were  not  pointed  out  suffi¬ 
ciently.  We  just  read  in  the  papers  of 
a  great  explosion  that  occurred  in  Bra¬ 
zil  a  few  days  ago  at  a  similar  installa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Well,  I  am  sure  we  han¬ 
dle  our  explosives  differently  than  the 
Brazilians. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Well,  we  had  a  large 
explosion  in  Port  Chicago.  Over  300 
people  were  killed. 

Let  me  show  you  another  safeguard 
we  have  here.  We  put  a  provision  in 
this  conference  report,  agreed  to  by  the 
Senate,  that  whenever  disposal  is  made 
of  this  property  it  must  be  cleared 
through  the  Armed  Services  Committees 
of  the  House  and  Senate.  So  therefore 
the  two  committees  will  have  to  see  that 
the  Government  receives  a  fair  value  for 
this  property  if  the  Secretary  deter¬ 
mines  to  move  the  facilities. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield? 

Mr.  VINSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  If  this  proposition 
comes  to  the  House  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  and  there  is  any  diver¬ 
gence  of  views,  will  the  gentleman  then 
bring  it  to  the  floor  and  let  us  decide  it 
here? 

Mr.  VINSON.  No.  I  think  you  can 
trust  the  House  committee  to  see  that 
not  only  in  this  instance  but  in  every 
other  instance  the  interest  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  be  protected;  that  we  get 
value  for  what  we  sell. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks,  and  I 
reserve  the  balance  of  my  time. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  adop¬ 
tion  of  the  conference  report  on  the 
military  construction  bill  marks  the  con- 
lusion  of  legislation  to  be  reported  by  the 
House  Committee  on  Armed  Services  for 
the  85th  Congress.  So  I  think  it  would 
be  appropriate  at  this  time  to  give  a  brief 
summary  of  the  committee’s  activities 
during  this  Congress. 

During  the  second  session  the  full 
committee  has  held  84  meetings,  and 
the  subcommittees  have  held  65  meet¬ 
ings,  for  a  total  of  149  meetings  on 
legislative  matters. 

The  committee  and  its  subcommittees 
have  considered  in  excess  of  75  bills,  of 
which  46  were  reported  to  the  House. 

The  Real  Estate  and  Construction 
Subcommittee  has  considered  and  ap¬ 
proved  the  following  projects:  151  real 
estate  projects,  1  of  which  covered  37 
installations;  32  Capehart  housing  proj¬ 
ects,  involving  10,207  units;  56  housing 
projects  involving  1,643  units  to  be  con¬ 
structed  by  appropriated  funds;  19 
Wherry  acquisition  projects,  including 
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15,339  units;  6  surplus  commodity  hous¬ 
ing  projects,  including  1,784  units. 

The  Subcommittee  for  Special  Inves¬ 
tigations  has  conducted  8  public  hear¬ 
ings  and  19  executive  hearings,  and  has 
processed  76  inquiries  from  congres¬ 
sional  offices. 

Prom  January  15,  1957,  until  this  date 
there  have  been  140  meetings  of  the  full 
committee,  151  meetings  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittees,  and  74  meetings  of  the  Subcom¬ 
mittee  for  Special  Investigations,  for  a 
total  of  365  meetings  on  legislative  and 
investigative  activities  of  the  committee 
during  the  85th  Congress. 

More  than  175  bills  and  resolutions 
wei’e  considered  during  this  Congress. 
The  committee  reported  109  bills  and 
resolutions,  and  106  of  these  have  passed 
the  House. 

In  addition  to  these  legislative  and  in¬ 
vestigative  actions  of  the  committee,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Real  Estate  and  Con¬ 
struction  has  considered  and  approved 
the  following  military  transactions:  Real 
estate,  273  projects;  Capehart  housing, 
60  projects,  21,827  units;  appropriated 
fund  housing,  61  projects,  1,897  units; 
Wherry  acquisition,  50  projects,  25,844 
units;  surplus  commodity  housing,  9 
projects,  5,784  units. 

There  have  been  96  printed  commit¬ 
tee  hearings,  containing  in  excess  of 
8,200  pages  of  testimony. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  foregoing  represents 
a  record  of  which  every  member  of  the 
committee  can  be  justly  proud,  and  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  pub¬ 
licly  commend  each  of  them  for  their 
outstanding  efforts  in  the  accomplish¬ 
ment  of  this  record. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  is 
well  aware  that  its  efforts  would  be 
meaningless  without  the  continuing  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Members  of  the  House.  The 
committee  has  received  the  wholehearted 
support  of  the  Members  of  the  House, 
and  for  this  we  wish  to  express  our 
deepest  appx-eciation. 

This  bill  authorizes  Rsseiwe  facility 


projects  as  follows: 

Army  National  Guard _ 143 

Army  Reserve _  24 

Naval  Reserve _  32 

Marine  Corps  Reserve _  4 

Air  Force  Reserve _  10 

Air  National  Guard _  29 

Army  National  Guard  (nonarmory 
projects) _  17 


Total _ 259 


% 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
distinguished  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  ArendsI. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  my  great  privilege  to  serve  in  this 
body  for  24  years.  During  all  this  time 
I  have  been  a  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Military  Affairs  and  what  is  now  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services.  I  have 
been  proud  to  be  a  member  of  this  com¬ 
mittee,  but  I  must  reluctantly  say  I  am 
by  no  means  proud  of  what  my  commit¬ 
tee  presents  to  this  House  today  in  this 
conference  x’eport  on  the  militai’y  con¬ 
struction  bill. 

I  do  not  recall  any  occasion  when  I 
have  opposed  a  conference  report  filed 
by  my  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
Today,  for  the  first  time  in  24  years,  I 


rise  to  express  my  opposition  to  the 
pending  report. 

To  be  sure,  this  bill  is  important  to 
our  national  defense.  It  authorizes 
many  projects  that  I  deem  essential. 
In  that  respect  it  has  considerable  merit. 

But  there  are  two  specific  features  of 
this  measure  that  are  of  such  a  flagrant 
nature  that  I  am  constrained  to  vote 
against  this  conference  report.  I  can¬ 
not  in  good  conscience  do  otherwise. 
When  I  signed  this  report  as  one  of  the 
conferees  I  reserved  the  right  to  oppose 
it  on  the  floor. 

However  meritorious  many  features  of 
this  bill  may  be,  I  would  be  derelict  in 
my  duty  to  you  and  to  the  people  I  rep¬ 
resent  if  I  did  not  protest  against  two 
items.  At  the  very  least,  I  should  call 
your  attention  to  them. 

This  bill  embodies  what  I  consider  to 
be  nothing  more  nor  less  than  a  legali¬ 
zation  of  a  deliberate  land  grab  for 
the  benefit  of  some  people  at  the  expense 
of  all  the  people  we  represent.  This  bill 
embodies  what  I  shall  call  a  $44  million 
deal,  for  which  we  all  shall  pay,  for  the 
benefit  of  a  few  people  of  the  State  of 
Texas. 

I  raised  this  question  before  when  we 
had  the  bill  up  for  consideration.  At 
that  time  I  did  not  have  all  the  infor¬ 
mation  I  now  have  with  respect  to  what 
is  known  as  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance 
Depot  at  Houston,  Tex.  What  I  then 
suspected  I  now  know  to  be  a  fact. 

In  the  form  that  this  bill  passed  the 
House  it  embodied  a  provision  which 
required  the  Secretai’y  of  the  Ai-my  to 
sell  this  depot.  This  facility  is  impor¬ 
tant  to  our  national  defense.  It  is  one 
of  the  safest  and  one  of  the  best  we 
have.  It  is  located  on  the  Houston  ship 
channel,  whereby  we  would  have  access 
to  the  sea:  That  was  one  of  the  reasons 
why  the  site  was  originally  selected  in 
1941  for  the  location  of  this  facility.  At 
that  time  the  people  of  Houston,  Tex., 
were  delighted  that  the  Federal  GoVei'n- 
ment  saw  fit  to  place  in  this  area  a 
vitally  important  defense  facility. 

We  have  spent  millions  of  dollars  on 
it.  It  comprises  5,000  acres  of  land  and 
218  permanent  buildings.  It  is  one  of 
the  foremost  ordnance  depdts  that  we 
have. 

While  everyone  in  the  area  of  Hous¬ 
ton  was  delighted  when  the  site  for  the 
depot  was  selected,  some  few  people  in 
the  ax'ea  are  now  seeking  to  have  it 
moved.  Why?  There  is  only  one  rea¬ 
son,  although  they  offer  others.  The 
reason  they  want  it  moved  is  that  the 
land  has  become  so  valuable. 

To  be  sure,  the  land  is  valuable  in 
dollars  and  especially  valuable  to  any 
individuals  whoever  they  may.  be,  if 
they  could  only  get  possession  of  this 
land.  Their  possession  of  this  land  is 
important  to  them  in  dollars.  But  our 
possession  of  this  land  is  important  to 
us  for  the  defense  of  our  people.  Now, 
I  ask  you,  what  is  more  important — that 
certain  people  be  able  to  make  millions 
of  dollars,  as  they  plan  to  do,  at  the 
expense  of  all  of  us,  or  that  we  retain 
a  site  for  the  defense  of  all  of  us. 

The  bill  as  finally  agreed  on  in  con¬ 
ference  provides  in  substance  that  this 
site  must  be  sold  unless  the  Secretary 
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of  Defense  certifies  that  to  sell  it  would 
be  inimical  to  our  national  security.  I 
am  perfectly  willing  to  have  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Defense  make  the  decision  as 
to  whether  it  should  be  sold  or  not.  But 
I  am  not  willing  to  have  the  Congress 
direct  him  to  sell  it.  That  is  what  cer¬ 
tain  people  wish  to  have  done.  They 
want  the  dollars  that  can  be  realized  if 
they  can  gain1  possession  of  the  land. 
You  and  I  want  the  defense  security 
that  is  gained  from  the  Government  re¬ 
taining  possession. 

I  sought  to  have  the  provision  in  this 
bill  leave  complete  discretion  in  the 
Secretai’y  of  Defense  to  decide  whether 
or  not  the  ordnance  depot  should  be 
relocated.  For  the  first  time  that  I  can 
ever  recall  we  provided  in  the  bill  as 
it  passed  the  House  that  the  depot  must 
be  sold.  It  must  be  sold  regardless  of 
its  national  value,  and  regai’dless  of  its 
importance  to  oui-  national  defense. 

The  bill  as  it  now  comes  before  you 
from  the  conference  committee  is  Tiot 
quite  as  mandatory.  It  directs  that  the 
site  be  sold  unless  it  is  certified  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  that  to  sell  it  would 
be  inimical  to  our  national  secui’ity.  I 
sought  to  have  the  word  “security" 
changed  to  the  word  “intei-est,”  that  it 
would  read  to  the  effect  that  the  Secre¬ 
tai’y  of  Defense  shall  sell  the  site  un¬ 
less  it  was  inimical  to  our  national  inter¬ 
est.  To  that  very  simple  change  the 
confei-ees  would  not  agree.  Why?  To 
sell  something  worth  many  millions  of" 
dollars  and  to  be  required  to  locate  it 
elsewhei’e,  at  the  expense  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  taxpayers  evei’ywhere,  would  ob¬ 
viously  be  against  our  national  interest. 
But  it  would  be  moi’e  difficult  to  say  that 
it  would  be  against  our  national  security 
if  it  could  be  located  elsewhere.  And 
so,  the  whole  objective  has  been  to  make 
certain  that  valuable  land  is  made  avail¬ 
able  to  a  certain  few,  whatever  our  na¬ 
tional  interest,  dollarwise  or  otherwise. 

To  such  a  deliberate  land-grab  as 
this  I  cannot  agi’ee.  In  due  coui’se  we 
will  have  presented  to  us  many  pro¬ 
posals  to  move  defense  installations 
simply  because  the  land  where  it  is  lo¬ 
cated  has  become  valuable.  We  are  here 
doing  something  that  will  haunt  this 
Congress  for  yeai’s  to  come.  We  are  here 
deciding  that  hereafter  whenever  and 
wherever  a  military  installation  is  estab¬ 
lished  and  it  is  subsequently  found, 
whatever  the  value  of  the  installation  to 
our  defense,  that  the  land  has  become 
valuable  for  personal  profit  it  must  be 
moved.  Such  is  the  precedent  we  are 
here  establishing.  That  is  what  is  in¬ 
volved  here  today  in  this  confei’ence  re¬ 
port  and  I  must  oppose  it. 

There  is  yet  another  reason  for  my 
opposition  to  this  conference  report. 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Is  this  not  the  situa¬ 
tion,  I  will  ask  the  gentleman  from  Il¬ 
linois?  When  the  bill  was  before  the 
House  there  was  an  amendment  offered 
to  strike  the  provision  relating  to  the 
San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  from  the 
bill,  and  that  amendment  was  defeated 
on  a  teller  vote;  is  that  correct? 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


1958 

Mr.  ARENDS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Then  there  was  a  mo¬ 
tion  to  recommit  with  instructions  to 
eliminate  the  provision  as  to  the  San 
Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  from  the  bill, 
and  on  a  roll  call  that  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  was  defeated? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Then  in  the  Senate  the 
language  was  made  much  stronger  and 
tighter  than  the  House  language.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  gentleman  said  the  provision 
in  the  conference  report  is  not  as  ob¬ 
jectionable  to  him  as  the  original  lan¬ 
guage. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  The  Senate  provision, 
I  agree,  is  much  improved  over  the 
House  provision. 

Mr.  KILDAY.  Anyway,  we  have  the 
situation  in  which  the  effort  was  made 
to  eliminate  the  provision  from  the  bill 
both  by  amendment  and  by  a  motion  to 
recommit,  neither  of  which  carried,  and 
then  the  Senate  language  made  it  more 
acceptable  to  the  gentlema'n  than  was 
the  House  language  and  the  gentleman 
is  still  opposing. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  KILDAY.  So  the  House  passed  on 
it  twice. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Of  course,  I  would  be 
more  pleased  about  the  whole  matter  if 
it  were  stricken  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FEIGHAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  compliment  the  very  able  and  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  Illinois  and  to 
associate  myself  with  him  in  his  views  on 
this  matter. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  very  profusely. 
His  support  means  a  great  deal  to  me. 
He  has  the  courage  of  his  convictions. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
associate  myself  with  everything  the 
gentleman  from  Illinois  has  said,  and 
add  only  that  if  this  provision  is  ap¬ 
proved  it  will  be  paving  the  way  for  the 
Texas  land  grab  of  1958. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa.  I  know  how  strongly  he 
feels  on  this  important  matter. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  RIVERS.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  that  his  language  is  rather 
strong,  to  accuse  the  great  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  of  being  a  conscious 
party  to  a  land  grab?  IT  this  is  passed, 
it  will  come  back  to  the  committee  and 
be  referred  to  the  Subcommittee  on 
Real  Estate  of  which  the  gentleman  is 
an  ex-officio  member  and  of  which  I 
have  the  great  honor  to  be  chairman. 
We  go  into  these  matters  very  fully. 
Let  me  assure  the  gentleman  that  in  the 
18  years  that  I  have  been  here,  I  have 
never  been  a  party  to  any  such  thing  as 
that  and  L,  for  one,  can  assure  him  that 
I  resent  being  put  in  the  category  of  be¬ 
ing  a  conscious  party  to  stealing  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  United 


States.  I  urge  the  gentleman  not  to 
accuse  his  colleagues  on  this  committee 
of  being  a  party  to  a  land  grab.  I  am 
not  in  that  business,  and  I  am  sure  the 
gentleman  knows  that. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
quarrel  with  the  gentleman.  He  is  an 
outstanding  member  of  our  committee — 
one  of  the  best.  I  know  the  gentleman 
would  only  do  that  which  he  considers 
right.  He  always  has  and  always  will. 
It  is  simply  a  matter  of  evaluation  of 
the  facts  and  a  matter  of  judgment  as 
to  what  should  or  should  not  be  done  on 
the  basis  of  the  facts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  another  reason 
for  my  opposition  to  this  conference  re¬ 
port. 

We  quite  frequently  hear  the  term 
“£>ork  barrel”  legislation.  It  is  a  term 
generally  applied  to  a  public  works  bill. 
I  never  thought  that  my  Committee  on 
Armed  Services,  of  which  I  have  been  so 
proud,  would  present  to  you  a  bill  where 
that  term  ‘‘pork  barrel”  might  be  so  ap¬ 
propriately  applied. 

In  the  form  that  the  bill  passed  the 
House  it  provided  for  35  new  armories 
for  the  Army  National  Guard.  It  con¬ 
tained  this  provision  notwithstanding 
that  the  Army  National  Guard  has 
available  almost  $18  million  for  this 
purpose  and  the  Army  Reserve  has  on 
hand  over  $30  million.  Why  then  did 
our  Committee  on  Armed  Services  add 
35  National  Guard  armories  that  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  did  not  recom¬ 
mend?  The  committee  simply  decided 
that  it  would  be  politically  astute,  with¬ 
out  anyone  mentiong  the  word  politics, 
if  at  least  some  provision  were  made  for 
the  Army  National  Guard  and  Army  Re¬ 
serve. 

The  distinguished  gentlemen  of  the 
other  body  were  even  more  politically 
astute.  They  added  no  less  than  108 
new  National  Guard  armories  to  be  au¬ 
thorized  for  construction.  And  what 
did  your  conferees  do?  They  agreed 
that  we  shall  have  the  35  armories  de¬ 
sired  by  the  House,  the  added  108  de¬ 
sired  by  the  Senate,  for  a  total  of  143 
desired  by  both,  and  no  1  of  them  found 
necessary  by  the  Department  of  Defense. 

And  yet  only  yesterday  afternoon  when 
the  question  of  raising  the  national  debt 
was  considered,  everyone  who  rose  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  talked  about  infla¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  the  rise  in  the 
national  debt.  Yet  we  are  asked  to  ap¬ 
propriate  money  here  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  which  the  Department 
of  Defense  did  not  even  request.  It  is 
impossible  to  understand  such  procedure. 

Regardless  of  need,  regardless  of  cost, 
regardless  of  anything,  we  thus  have  be¬ 
fore  us  a  national  defense  bill  written 
not  solely  for  national  defense  purposes 
but  one  to  satisfy  the  people  of  the  Hous¬ 
ton,  Tex.,  area  by  directing  the  sale  of 
valuable  defense  property  and  to  satisfy 
the  people  of  other  areas  by  directing  the 
erection  of  new  installations. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  has  great  merit, 
but  I  cannot  be  a  party  to  using  our 
•national  defense  needs  in  this  manner. 
I  may  be  the  only  one  to  vote  against  this 
conference  report.  I  do  so  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  I  represent  may  know  that  I  shall 
never  ask  them  to  pay  their  tax  money 
that  some  few  may  make  money  person¬ 
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ally  or  that  some  others  may  make  them¬ 
selves  more  politically  popular. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ALGER.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  Texan 
I  am  just  as  interested  in  anything  that 
has  to  do  with  the  disposition  of  installa¬ 
tions  in  Texas  as  any  of  my  colleagues. 
I  have  the  greatest  respect  for  the  gen¬ 
tleman  who  is  proposing  the  removal  of 
this  Ordnance  Depot.  But  I  just  want  to 
get  some  facts  straight,  because  I  under¬ 
stand  we  are  operating  at  a  deficit  of 
around  $12  billion  this  year,  and  I  am 
hardheartedly  looking  at  the  facts. 

Let  me  ask  the  gentleman  this  ques¬ 
tion:  If  we  add  the  cost  of  the  present 
expenditures  at  the  depot  to  the  cost  of 
a  new  installation  elsewhere  to  replace  it, 
and  subtract  the  assets  from  the  sale  of 
the  present  location,  would  there  then 
be  a  deficit  or  would  there  be  money  that 
would  have  to  be  taken  from  the  Treasury 
to  make  this  good? 

Mr.  ARENDS.  The  best  information 
that  I  have,  let  me  say  to  the  able  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas,  is  this.  If  we  sell 
this  installation  and  move  it  to  another 
place,  acquire  another  site,  and  build  a 
similar  installation,  the  cost  to  Uncle 
Sam,  according  to  the  figures  made 
available  to  me  by  the  Department  of 
Defense,  will  be  at  least  $44  million  less 
any  proceeds  realized  from  the  sale  of 
the  present  site. 

Mr.  ALGER.  May  I  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man,  on  that  basis,  even  though  I  am 
from  Texas  and  would  like  to  join  with 
those  colleagues  who  think  we  should 
move  this  installation,  I  am  opposed 
solely  on  the  basis  it  will  cost  Uncle  Sam. 
As  a  former  realtor,  I  believe  in  the  high¬ 
est  and  best  use  of  land.  But  this  is  also 
a  wrong  precedent,  it  seems  to  me,  be¬ 
cause  now  it  would  be  wrong  just  to  move 
this  installation  and  sell  the  land,  unless 
there  are  other  compelling  reasons. 

Mr.  ARENDS.  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
any  individual  of  this  House,  not  a  single 
Member,  but  here  we  are  establishing  a 
precedent  which,  I  repeat,  will  come  back 
to  haunt  each  and  every  one  of  us.  If 
we  view  this  solely  in  terms  of  dollars 
and  it  could  be  shown  why  we  should 
spend  $44  million  to  do  something  that 
has  to  be  done,  for  defense  purposes,  I 
would  say  all  right.  It  behooves  us  to  do 
everything  necessary  •  that  we  have  the 
best  defense  possible  and,  of  course,  that 
wve  get  a  dollar’s  worth  of  defense  for 
each  dollar  expended. 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  1  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  sincerely  trust  the 
House  will  adopt  this  conference  report. 
It  is  founded  on  logic  and  founded  on 
facts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  previous  ques¬ 
tion. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Gross)  there 
were — ayes  97,  noes  49. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object  to 
the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a  quorum  is 
not  present  and  make  the  point  of  order 
'that  a  quorum  is  not  present. 
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The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

The  Doorkeeper  will  close  the  doors, 
the  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify  absent 
Members,  and  the  Clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  question  was  taken';  and  there 
were — yeas  256,  nays  135,  not  voting  39, 
as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  155] 

YEAS— 25-6 


Abbitt 

Garmatz 

Norrell 

Abernethy 

Gary 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Addonizio 

Gathings 

O’Brien,  N.  Y. 

Albert 

Gavin 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Alexander 

Granahan 

O’Neill 

Allen,  Calif. 

Grant 

Osmers 

Anderson, 

Gray 

Passman 

Mont. 

Green,  Oreg. 

Patman 

Andrews 

Green,  Pa. 

Patterson 

Anfuso 

Griffiths 

Pelly 

Ashley 

Gubser 

Perkins 

Ashmore 

Gwinn 

Pfost 

Aspinall 

Hagen 

Philbin 

Avery 

Haley 

Pilcher 

Bailey 

Hardy 

Poage 

Baker 

Harris 

Poff 

Baldwin 

Harrison,  Va. 

Polk 

Barden 

Hays,  Ark. 

Porter 

Baring 

Hays,  Ohio 

Powell 

Barrett 

Healey 

Preston 

Bass.  Tenn. 

Hubert 

Price 

Baumhart 

Hemphill 

Prouty 

Beckworth 

Herlong 

Rabaut 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hess 

Rains 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Holifield 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Blatnik 

Holland 

Reuss 

Boggs 

Holmes 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Boland 

Holt 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Bonner 

Holtzman 

Riley 

Bow 

Horan 

Rivers 

Boykin 

Hosmer 

Roberts 

Boyle 

HuddlestGn 

Robeson,  Va. 

Bray 

Ikard 

Rodino 

Breeding 

Jarman 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Jennings 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Broomfield 

Jensen 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Brown.  Ga. 

Johnson 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Brown,  Mo. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Rooney 

Broyhill 

Jones,  Mo. 

Roosevelt 

Burleson 

Karsten 

Rutherford 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Kearney 

Sadlak 

Cannon 

Kearns 

Santangelo 

Celler 

Kee 

St.  George 

Chelf 

Kelly.  N.  Y. 

Saund 

Chenoweth 

Keogh 

Scott,  N.  C. 

Church 

Kilday 

Seely-Brown 

Clark 

Kilgore 

Selden 

Coad 

King 

Shelley 

Coffin 

Kirwan 

Sheppard 

Cooley 

Kitchin 

Sikes 

Cramer 

Kluczynski 

}  Siler 

Cretella 

Knox 

Sisk 

Cunningham, 

Knutson 

Smith,  Miss. 

Iowa 

Landrum 

Smith,  Va. 

Davis,  Ga. 

Lane 

Staggers 

Dawson,  III. 

Lankford 

Sullivan 

Delaney 

Lennon 

Talle 

Dellay 

Libonati 

Taylor 

Dent 

McCarthy 

Teague,  Calif. 

Denton 

McCormack 

Teague,  Tex. 

Diggs 

McDonough 

Teller 

Dingell 

McFall 

Thomas 

DoUinger 

McGovern 

Thompson,  N.  J. 

Donohue 

McMillan 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Dooley 

Macdonald 

Thornberry 

Dorn.  S.  C. 

Mack,  Ill. 

Tollefson 

Dowdy 

Mack,  Wash. 

Trimble 

Doyle 

Madden 

Tuck 

Durham 

Magnuson 

Udall 

Edmondson 

Mahon 

Ullman 

Elliott 

Mailliard 

Vanik 

Engle 

Matthews 

Vinson 

Everett 

Merrow 

Wainwright 

Fallon 

Metcalf 

Walter 

Faberstein 

Miller,  Calif. 

Watts 

Fascell 

Mills 

Whitener 

Fino 

Mitchell 

Whitten 

Fisher 

Montoya 

Wier 

Flood 

Morgan 

Williams,  Miss. 

Flynt 

Morrison 

Moss 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Fogarty 

Winstead 

Forand 

Multer 

Wright 

Forrester 

Murray 

Yates 

Fountain 

Natcher 

Young 

Frazier 

Nix 

ZablockI 

Fulton 

Norblad 

NAYS— 135 

Zelenko 

Alger 

Abends 

Bates 

Allen,  Ill. 

Auchincloss 

Beamer 

Andersen, 

Ayres 

Becker 

H.  Carl 

Bass,  N.  H. 

Belcher 

Berry 

Harden 

O’Konski  ’j 

Betts 

Harrison,  Nebr.  Ostertag 

Bolton 

Harvey 

Pillion 

Bosch 

Haskell 

Quie  -  -i 

Brown.  Ohio 

Henderson 

Ray  <l 

Brownson 

Heselton 

Reed 

Budge 

Hiestand 

Rees,  Kans. 

Bush 

Hill 

Riehlman 

Byrne,  Ill. 

Hoeven 

Robison,  N.  Y. 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Hoffman 

Robsion,  Ky. 

Canfield 

Hyde 

Saylor 

Carrigg 

Jackson 

Schenck 

Cederberg 

James 

Scherer 

Chamberlain 

Johansen 

Schwengel 

Chiperfield 

Jonas 

Scott,  Pa. 

Clevenger 

Judd 

Scrivner 

Collier 

Kean 

Scudder 

Corbett 

Keating 

Sheehan 

Coudert 

Kruger 

Simpson,  Ill. 

Cunningham, 

Lafore 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Nebr. 

Laird 

Smith,  Calif. 

Curtin 

Latham 

Springer 

Curtis,  Mass. 

LeCompte 

Stauffer 

Curtis,  Mo. 

Lipscomb 

Taber 

Dague 

McCulloch 

Tewes  i 

Dawson,  Utah 

McGregor 

Thomson,  Wy<t. 

Dennison 

McIntosh 

Utt 

Derounian 

McVey 

Van  Pelt 

Devereux 

Marshall 

Van  Zandt 

Dixon 

Martin 

Vorys 

Dorn,  N.  Y. 

May 

Vursell 

DWyer 

Meader 

Weaver 

Feighan 

Miller,  Md. 

Westland 

Fenton 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Wharton 

Ford 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

WidnaU 

Frelinghuysen 

Minshall 

Wigglesworth 

George 

Moore 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Glenn 

Morano 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Griffin 

Mumma 

Withrow 

Gross 

Nicholson 

Wolverton 

Hale 

Nimtz 

Younger 

Halleck 

O’Hara-,  Minn. 

NOT  VOTING— 39 

Adair 

Eberharter 

Mason 

Bentley 

Evins 

Michel 

Blitch 

Friedel 

Morris 

Bolling 

Gordon 

Moulder 

Brooks,  La. 

Gregory 

Neal 

Buckley 

Hillings 

Radwan 

Burdick 

Hull 

Shuford 

Byrd 

Jenkins 

Sieminskl  , 

Carnahan 

Kilburn 

Smith,  Kans. 

Christopher 

Lesinski 

Spence 

Colmer 

Loser 

Steed 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Mclntire 

Thompson,  La. 

Dies 

Machrowicz 

Willis 

So  the  conference  report  was  agreed 
to.  ; 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following, 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Friedel  for,  with  Mr.  Jenkins  against. 

Mr.  Buckley  for,  with  Mr.  Radwan  against. 

Mr.  Eberharter  for,  with  Mr.  Mason  against. 

Mr.  Machrowicz  for,  with  Mr.  Kilburn 
against. 

Mr.  Brooks  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr.  Hill¬ 
ings  against. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr. 
Burdick  against. 

Until  further  notice :  -•> 

Mr.  Bolling  with  Mr.  Adair. 

Mr.  Hull  with  Mr.  Bentley. 

Mr.  Loser  with  Mr.  Mclntire. 

Mr.  Moulder  with  Mr.  Michel. 

Mr.  Carnahan  with  Mr.  Neal. 

Mr.  Colmer  with  Mr.  Smith  of  Kansas. 

Mrs.  HARDEN,  Mr.  BECKER,  and  Mr. 
UTT  changed  their  votes  from  “aye”  to 
“nay.” 

Messrs.  SILER,  JENSEN,  HORAN, 
PATTERSON,  DOOLEY,  and  CRETELLA 
changed  their  votes  from  “nay"  to  “aye.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  doors  were  opened. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


Dill  H.  R.  13580,  to  increase  the  public 
iebt  limit.  On  yesterday,  the  yeas  an^j 
lays  were  ordered. 

\The  question  was  taken;  and  thejfe 
w&re — yeas  286,  nays  108,  not  voting  ?6, 
as\follows: 

[Roll  No.  156] 

YEAS — 280 


INCREASE  IN  PUBLIC^DBBT^LIMIT 
The  SPES^IEfteCTjeunfinished  busi- 
questionortthe^assage  of  the 


nes 


Adddnizio 
Albep 
Alger1 

Allen, tealif. 
Allen,  Ill. 
Andersen, 

H.  Ca\-1 
'Andersi 
Mont. 
Anfuso 
Arends 
Ashley  . 
Aspinall 
Auttfiinclo^s 
Avery 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett 
Bass.  N.  H. 
Bass,  Tenn. 
Bates 
Becker 
Beckworth 
Belcher 
Bennett,  Fla. 
Bennett,  Mich. 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolton 
Bosch 
Boykin 
Boyle 
Breeding 
Brooks,  Tex. 
Brown,  Ga. 
Brown,  Mo. 
Brown,  Ohio 
Broyhill 
Burleson 
Bush 
Byrd 

Byrne,  Pa. 
Byrnes,  Wis. 
Canfield 
CaiTigg 
Celler 

Chamberlain 

Chelf 

Chenoweth 
Chiperfield 
Clark 
Clevenger 
Coad 
Coffin 
Cooley 
Corbett 
Cretella 
Cunningham, 
Iowa 
Curtin 
Curtis,  Mass. 
Curtis,  Mo. 
Dague 
Dawson,  Ill. 
Dawson,  Ut! 
Delaney 
Dellay 
Dennison 
Dent 
Denton 
Derouniaj 
Devereu: 

Diggs 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dollindfer 
Donoh/ie 
'Ooole; 

Dorn,/N.  Y, 
Doyli 
Durham 
Dwyer 
Edmondson 
Elliptt  • 

Engle- 
I  Everett 
Fafilon 
irbstein 
ascell 
fe  ighan 
Fenton 


Fisher 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Forand 

Ford 

Frazier 

Frelinghuysen 

Fulton 

Garmatz 

Gary 

Gathings 

Gavin 

George  / 

Glenn 

Granahan 

Gray 

Green,  Oreg. 

Green,  Pa. 

Griffin 

Gubser 

Hagen 

Hale 

Halleck 

Hardy 

Harris 

jHarrison,  Va. 
askell 
ays,  Ark. 
ays,  Ohio 
[ealey 
ibert 
H&rlong 
Hdselton 
Hes 
Hili 

Holkfleld 
Holland 
Holmes 
Holtapial 
Horai 
Hosm&r 
Huddleston 
Hyde 
Ikard 
Jacl 
James 
Jarmin 
Jennings] 
Johnson 
Jones.  Ala] 

Juc 

Kafsten 
Kekn 
Kfarney 
ating 

Jelly,  N.  Y. 

eogh 
ilday 
ing 

Kirwan 
Kluczynski 
Knutson 
Lafore 
Lane 
Lankford 
Latham 
LeCompte 
Libonatl 
McCarthy 
McCormack 
McCulloch 
McFall  - 
McGovern 
McIntosh 
Mack.  Ill. 
Madden 
Magnuson 
Mahon  - 
Matlliard 
Marshall 
Martin 
May 
Meader 
Merrow 
Metcalf 
Miller,  Calif. 
Miller,  Md. 
Mills 
Minshall 
Mitchell 
Montoya 
Moore 
Morano 


Morgan 
Morrison 
Moss  '  1 
Multer 
Mumma  / 
Murray  j 
Natchei; 

Nix 

Norbla^ 

Norrell 
O’Brian,  Ill. 
O'Brien.  N.  Y. 
O’Haia.  Ill. 
O’Neill 
Osrriers 
Ost^rtag 
Patnnan 
Patterson 
Pep-kins 
Pfost 
ilbin 
ilcher 
oage 
oik 
Porter 
Powell 
Preston 
Price 
Prouty 
Quie 
Rabaut 
Rains 
Ray 

Reece,  Tenn. 
Reed 

Rees,  Kans. 
Reuss 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Riehlman 

Riley 

Rivers 

Roberts 

Rodino 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Rooney 

Roosevelt 

Sadlak 

Santangelo 

Saund 

Saylor 

Schenck 

Scott,  Pa. 

Scrivner 

Scudder 

Seely-Brown 

Shelley 

Sheppard 

Siler 

Simpson,  Pa. 
Sisk 

mith,  Miss, 
mith,  Va. 
taggers 
eed  — 
Shllivan 
Tiber 
TaSle 
Taylor 

Teague,  Calif. 
Teller 
Tewes 
Thorhas 

Thompson,  N.  J. 
Thorrfcson,  Tex. 
Thomkon,  Wyo. 
Thornberry 
Trimble 
Udall 
Ullman\ 

Vanik 
Van  ZanJjt 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wainwrigt 
Walter 
Watts 
Westland 
Whitten 
WidnalJ 
Wier 

Wigglesworth’ 


' 
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17. 


REP.  HILL.  Several  Representatives  paid  tribute  to  the  service  of  Rep.  Hill, 
.ranking  minority  member  of  the  Agriculture  Committee,  who  is  retiring  from 
rj''~'»ress  after  this  session,  pp,  15223-25 


5.  EGISL  TIVE  PROGRAM.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  McCormack  unanimous  consent  was 
granted  for  consideration  of  bills  under  suspension  of  the  rules  Mon,,  Aug.  11 
Rep.  McCormack  announced  that  "as  far  as  the  House  is  concerned,  we  could 
clean  up\our  business  pretty  much  in  the  next  10  days,  the  next  week,  probably 
but  the  nes^t  10  days,  anyway."  He  also  announced  that  the  private  calendar 
will  be  called  Wed. ,  Aug.  13.  p.  15169 

SENATE 

\  / 

16.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen\  Stennis  stated  that  defeat  of  the  farm  bill  in  the  House 
might  have  an  adverse  effect  on  cotton,  and  urged  that  those  concerned  meet 
with  Secretary  Benso\  in  an  effort  to  reach  some  agreement.  Sen.  Aiken  agreed 
and  said  he  would  favdr  calling  Congress  back  into  special  session  on  the 
cotton  problem  if  legis\ation  were  not  agreed  to  before  adjournment, 
pp.  15137-8 

i  Sens.  Proxmire  and  Humphrey  criticized  Secretary  Benson  for  the  present 

farm  program  and  asserted  that  it  was  hurting  the  farmer  while  "wasting  the 
taxpayers'  money"  due  to  alleged  inefficiencies  in  operating  the  program, 
pp.  15143-5  \ 

Sen.  Proxmire  analyzed  the  bills  he  has  introduced  in  this  session  and 
asserted  that,  if  enacted,  they  wchild  result  in  $700  million  net  savings, 
including  $1  billion  from  adoption  df  S.  2952,  his  general  farm  bill.  pp. 
15139-43 


ONION  FUTURES.  Agreed  to  the  conference 
trading  in  onion  futures.  The  report  red' 
tion  from  $10,000  fine  plus  inprisonment 
the  jurisdiction  of  CEA.  p.  15133 


on  H.  R.  376,  to  prohibit 
oes  the  maximum  penalty  for  viola¬ 
tes.  $5,  000,  and  retains  onions  under 


18.  FARMER  COMMITTEES.  Began  ^debate  on  S.  1436,  to  ^mend  the  Soil  Conservation 
and  Domestic  Allotment  Act  to  revise  the  procedufqs  governing  the  election 
of  farmer  committemen  and  the  administration  of  the>  farm  program  by  the  com¬ 
mittees,  Sens.  Proxmire  and  Humphrey  urged  enactmerit  of  the  bill  in  order  to 
strengthen  local  controls  over  farm  programs,  pp.  15\61,  15164-6 


19.  SEED  WHEAT.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11531,  to  remove  wheat  for  seeding 
purposes  which  has  been  treated  with  poisonous  substances  ^rom  the  unfit  for 
human  consumption  category  of  Sec.  22  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  of 
1933.  S.  666,  a  similar  bill,  was  indefinitely  postponed.  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President,  pp.  15133,  15153 

SURPLUS  COMMODITIES ;  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  Rl  13268,  to 
authorize  CCC  to  purchase  flour  and  cornmeal  for  donation  instead  of  being 
limited  to  having  such  products  processed  from  its  own  stocks.  S.  3X58*  a 
sinjilar  bill,  was  indefinitely  postponed.  The  House  report  was  printed  in 
the  Record  (pp.  15153-5).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President. 

15155 


21, 


WOOL.  Sens.  Mansfield  and  Neuberger  urged  extension  of  the  National  Wool  Act 
pp.  15163-4 


22.  MINERALS.  Agreed  to  the  House  amendment  to  S.  3817,  to  encourage  exploration 
for  minerals  in  the  U.  S.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
p.  15139 


-  4  - 


Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  S.  2069,  to  amend  the  Mineral  Leasii 
Act  to  promote  the  development  of  coal  on  the  public  domain.  This  bill  mil 
low  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  15164 


23,  APPROPRIATIONS,  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  13015,  the  military 
construction  appropriation  bill  for  1959,  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  pp.  15148-53  _ 


\ 


24.  DESERT- LAND  ENTRIES;  RECLAMATION.  Adopted  S.  Con.  Res.  112  and  S.  Con.  Res, 
113,  to  request  the  President  to  return  enrolled  bills  S,  35^,  to  permit 
desert  land  entries  on  disconnected  tracts  of  land  up  to  320  acres,  and 
S.  4002,  to  authorize  the  Grey  Reef  dam  and  reservoir  as  part  of  the  Glendo 
unit,  Missouri  Rlyer  Basin  project,  to  be  reenrolled  wi^K  certain  language 
changes,  p.  1513( 


25.  MARGARINE.  The  Armed  "Services  Committee  ordered  reported  with  amendment 

H.  R.  912,  to  amend  the^Navy  ration  statute  to  pei^nit  the  serving  of  oleo¬ 
margarine  and  margarine ,\pp.  D810-11 


26. 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  itnd  Civil  Service  Chmmittee  ordered  reported  with¬ 
out  amendment  H.  R.  1168,  to  restore  the  pav/of  officers  or  employees  to  the 
level  of  the  grade  held  before  Mowrigrading  in  certain  cases,  p.  D811 


27.  FORESTRY.  Sen,  Clark  called  attention  t 9  forestry  expansion  in  Pa.,  and  in¬ 
serted  two  articles  on  the  development  of  the  paper  industry  there,  pp. 


15135-6 


28.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  Agreed  to  the  conference  "'report  on  S.  3651,  the  Small  Business 
Investment  Administration  bill.  /This  bill\ri.ll  now  be  sent  to  the  President, 
pp.  15159-61 

Sens.  Thye,  Sparkman,  Mundt/,  and  Bridges  discussed  passage  of  the  small 
business  tax  revision  bill,  And  Sens.  Mundt  andN^ridges  commended  the  efforts 
of  Sen.  Thye  for  small  business,  pp.  15156-9 


29.  ECONOMIC  SITUATION.  Sen./Martin,  Pa. ,  asserted  that  Inflation  can  only  be 

solved  by  a  mechanism  to  tie  wage  increases  to  productivity  gains  and  stated 
that  the  addition  of  /price  stability  as  a  goal  to  the  Eihployment  Act  of  1946 
would  be  of  little  yalue  in  securing  confidence  in  the  Government,  pp, 
15161-2 


30.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  the  addition  of  X*  4146,  to 
provide  incentive  payments  to  producers  of  strategic  minerals,  and  S.  4162, 
to  amend  the/Defense  Production  Act  to  increase  the  amount  of  theNloan  fund, 
to  the  list / of  bills  for  consideration  on  Fri.,  Aug.  8.  He  stated\here 
would  be  iio  session  on  Sat.,  Aug,  9.  A  call  of  the  Calendar  was  ordered  for 
Mon.,  Au^.  11.  pp.  15156,  15166 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


TV^4  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dooley  opposing  S.  1869,  which  would 
authorize  TVA  to  issue  and  sell  bnnds  to  assist  in  financing  power  programs, 
pp.  A7102-3 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Byrne  opposing  this  bill,  favoring  the  omni¬ 
bus  rivers  and  harbors  bill  and  the  St.  Lawrence  seaway,  pp.  A7104-5 


32.  FAIR  TRADE.  Rep.  Alger  inserted  "pertinent"  remarks  on  the  proposed  fair  trade 
bill  made  by  Robert  A.  Bicks  of  the  Justice  Department's  Antitrust  Division, 
pp.  A7118-9 
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(.will  now  discuss  some  of  the  more  im¬ 
portant  points  in  the  conference.  The  con¬ 
ference  agreement  retains  the  entire  amount 
of  $14o\nillion  inserted  by  the  Senate  for  the 
strategic^  airlift.  It  includes/ialf  of  the 
amount  inserted  by  the  Senate-  for  KC-135 
tankers.  Inalso  includes  funds  for  jet  train¬ 
ing  airplaneNwhich  had  been  deleted  by  the 
House. 

It  also  includes  substantial  restorations  for 
aircraft  initial  spare  parts.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  Senate  was  forced  to  accede  to  the 
wishes  of  the  House  \n  regard  to  the  deletion 
of  the  13  B-52-G  bonders  and  the  30  P-27 
Jet  transports. 

The  conference  agree&on  a  900,000-man 
Army,  a  400,000-man  Army  National  Guard, 


a  300,000-man  Army  Reserve,  and  a  200,000- 
man  Marine  Corps.  For  the  National  Guard 
and  Reserve,  specific  language  was  included 
to  provide  that  strength.  Added  funds  for 
the  modernization  of  Army  equipment,  for 
the  Navy’s  Polaris  and  Regulus  submarine 
programs,  and  for  Minuteman  and  Hound- 
dog,  had  been  approved  previously  by  both 
Houses  and  were  not  subjects  of  conference 
agreement. 

The  House  agreed  to  the  construction  of 
an  amphibious  assault  ship,  an  amphibious 
transport  dock,  and  the  construction  of  two 
destroyer  escort  vessels. 

Language  agreed  to  will  make  available  $80 
million  to  commercial  air  transportation 


activities  for  the  services  of  the  Military  Air 
Transport  Service. 

I  have  provided  a  ,eff  the 

bill.  I  believe  it  to  be  Wronger 

than  when  it  was  firs  .nuary. 

I  trust  it  will  be  ena 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  I  ask 

unanimous  consent  ied  in 

the  Record  at  this  ]  of  my 

remarks  a  table  sh<  es  in¬ 

cluded  in  the  confe 

There  being  no  ot  le  was 

ordered  to  be  prip{  ird,  as 

follows: 


Department  of  Defense- 


mgressional  action  on  fiscal  year  1959  budget  request,  by  appropriation  title ,  II, 
Department  appropriation  bill,  military  functions 


12738,  regular  Defense 


Department  and  atoropriationtitle 
(1) 

TITLE  1 — OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 


Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defend 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Office  of  Public  Affairs . 

Salaries  and  expenses,  advanced  research  projects,  Depa? 

Total,  title  I . . . . 

TITLE  n— INTERSERVICE  ACTIVITIES 

Claims _ _ _ . _ 

Contingencies _ 

Emergency  fund _ 

Trans fer  authority _ 

Retired  pay _ _ _ _ _ 

Salaries  and  expenses,  Court  of  Military  Appeals . 

Total,  title  II _ _ _ - . 

TITLE  III— DEPARTMENT'OF  THE  ARMY 

Military  personnel _ _ _ _ 

Operation  and  maintenance _ 

Reserve  personnel  _ _ 

Army  National  Guard _ 

Research  and  development _ _ _ _ 

National  Board  for  Promotion  of  Rifle  Practice _ 

Operation  and  maintenance,  Alaska  Communication  System. 
Procurement  of  equipment  and  missiles . . . 


nent  of  Defense . 


Appropriations, 
fiscal  year  1958 

(2) 


$15, 900, 000 
450,  000 


16,  350, 000 


12,  000, 000 
30, 000, 000 
85, 000, 000 
ISO,  000, 000 
555, 000, 000 
375;  000/ 


Budget  estimate 
(revised)  1959 


Total,  title  III. 


682, 375,  i 


,  113, >*0,000 
,  21/000, 000 

97,000,000 
<533,  800,  000 
r  400,  000,  000 
250,  000 
6,  500, 000 


7,  2f\ 550,  000 


18,  620, 000 
’30,000,000 
85, 000, 000 
BOO,  000,  000 
640, 000, 000 
380, 000 

774, 000,  000 


I  3, 284, 761, 000 
3,  036, 300,  000 
194,  500,  000 
310, 374,  000 
498,  700,  000 
300,  000 
5,  500, 000 
1, 623, 100, 000 

8,  953,  535, 000 


$15, 600, 000 
450, 000 
520, 000,000 

536,050,000 


16,  520, 000 
30, 000, 000 
150,  000, 000 
100, 000, 000 
GOO,  000,  000 
380, 000 

796,  900, 000 


1  2,  946, 400, 000 
3,  078,  208,  000 
202,  499,  000 
325,  419,  000 
498,  700,  000 
300,  000 
5,500,000 
1,  659, 600, 000 

8,716,626,000 


Senate  action 


$15, 600, 000 
385, 000 
520, 000,  000 

535, 985,  000 


16,  520, 000 
30, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 

m,  000, 000 

640, 000, 000 
380,000 

836,  900, 000 


'  3,  225,  961, 000 
3, 107,  200, 000 
222,  759,  000 
342,  093,  000 
498,  700,  000 
300,  000 
5,  500, 000 
1,674,349,000 


Conference 

agreement 


$15, 600, 000 
417, 000 
520, 000, 000 

536,017,000 


16,  520, 000 
30, 000, 000 
150, 000, 000 
160, 000, 000 
640,  000, 000- 
380, 000 

836, 900, 000 


1  3, 175,  961,  000 
3, 078,  208,  000 
222,  759,  000 
342, 093,  000 
498,  700,  000 
300, 000 
5,  500, 000 
1, 669,  338, 000 


9,  076,  862, 000  8,  992,  859, 000 


TITLE  IV — DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 


Military  personnel,  Navy . . 

Reserve  personnel,  Navy _ _ 

Navy  personnel,  general  expenses _ 

Military  personnel,  Marine  Corps _ 

Reserve  personnel.  Marine  Corps _ 

Marine  Corps  procurement . . 

Marine  Corps  troops  and  facilities _ ^ 

Aircraft  and  related  procurement _ 

Aircraft  and  facilities . . . . 

Shipbuilding  and  conversion _ 

Ships  and  facilities . . 

Procurement  and  ordnance  and  ammunition. 

Ordnance  and  facilities _ 

Medical  care _ 

Civil  engineering _ 

Resoarch  and  development _ 

Servicewide  supply  and  finance _ 

Servicewide  operations . .... . . 

Naval  petroleum  reserves . 


i  2, 295, 
86, 
87, 
i  630, 
23, 

178, 
1,  837, 
853, 
1,  800, 
820, 
207, 
164, 
85, 
134, 
527. 
300. 
107, 


000.V10 

000,  (if 

000,  00(h 
000,000 
200,  000 

066,"  000 
000,  Ooo 

500, 000 
000,  000 
000,000 
800,000 
000, 000 
200, 000 
630,  000 
200,  000 
000,  000 
000,  000 
825,  000 


•  2, 423, 
90, 
86, 
>  625, 
23, 
30, 
.168, 
2\89, 

1, 


970.  000 
098,  000 
305, 000 
242,  000 
760,  000 
000,000 
242,  000 
295,  000 
808,  000 
800,  000 
1 36,  000 
835,  000 

ssOxfioo 

423.  C 
554,  ( 

085, 000\ 
581,000 
214,000 
683,000 


1  2,  263, 

84, 

85, 

>  604, 

23, 

25, 

173, 

1,  947, 
836, 

2,  016, 
773, 
597, 
149, 

86, 
125, 
821, 
309, 
118. 

1. 


568, 000 
735,  000 
000, 1X10 
056,  000 
000, 000 
000,  000 
127, 000 
095, 1X10 
508,  000 
400,  000 
710, 000 
535,  000 
850, 000 
253,  000 
554,  000 
285,000 
637,  000 
214,000 
683,000 


1  2, 385, 
90, 
86, 
>  635, 
23, 
25, 
173, 
2,  080, 
846, 
2, 069, 
785, 
607, 
149, 
89, 
126, 
821, 
311, 
118, 
1, 


720, 000 
098,  000 
305,  000 
692,  000 
760,  000 
000,000 
117,  000 
120,  000 
308,  000 
400,  000 
436, 000 
535,000 
850,  000 
598,  000 
554,  000 
285, 000 
081,  000 
985,  000 
683,000 


>  2,  385, 
90, 
85, 
>635, 
23, 
25, 
173, 
2,  033, 
837, 
2,069, 
780, 
602, 
149, 
89, 
125, 
821, 
309, 
118, 
1, 


720,000 
098,000 
442,  000 
692,  000 
760,  000 
000, 000 
117, 000 
795,  000 
868,  000 
400,  000 
408,  000 
535,  000 
850, 000 
598,  000 
554,  000 
285, 000 
637,  000 
985,  000 
683,  000 


Total,  title  IV. 


10, 216, 355,  000  10,  870, 181. 000 


11, 427,  527,  000  11, 359,  427.  000 


TITLE  V— DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 


Aircraft,  missiles,  and  related  procure/ent. 
Procurement  other  than  aircraft  and/iissiles- 
Research  and  development . 

Operation  and  maintenance. 

Military  personnel _ 

Reserve  personnel... 

Air  National  Guard. 

Total,  title  V., 

Total,  titles  I,  11/ II,  IV,  and  V. 


5,  886,  000,  000 
1,  531,  500,  000 
691,  000,  000 
4, 092, 120,  000 
3,  801,  600,  000 
55,  000,  000 
263,  000, 000 


6, 407,  200,  000 
2, 195, 700,  000 
728,  000,  000 
4, 100, 000,  000 
3,  927,  873, 000 
53,  746, 000 
240,  335, 000 


6, 308,  400,  000 
2, 195,  700Y)00 
743,  000,  0Q0 
4, 049,  875, 

3,  732,  200, 000'' 
50,  500, 000 
238,  100,  000 


6,  878,  850,  000 
2,  231,  739,  000 
743,  000,  000 
4,  094,  975,  000 
3, 923,  073,  000 
53,  746, 000 
240,  335, 000 


6. 643, 475, 000 

2,  220, 020,  OO0 
743,  000,  (Kill 

4,  053. 975,  000 

3,  923, 073,  000 

53,  746, 000 
240,  335, 000 


16,320,220,000  17,652,8547000  17,317,775,000  19*165,718,000  17,877,624,000 


34,499,850,000  38,786,970,000  38,409,561,000  40,04^.992,000  |  39,602,827,000 


1  In  addition,  the  following  amounts  to  be  derived  by  transfer  from  revolving  fund: 


litary  personnel: 

Army . . 

Navy _ ; _ 

Marine  Corps... 

Total _ 


Fiscal  year  1958 

Fiscal  year  1959, 
budget 

Fiscal  year  1959, 
House  action 

Fiscal  year  1959, 
Senate  action  \ 

Fiscal  year 
1959,  conference 
X  agreement 

$400, 000, 000 
190,  (XXI,  000 

$225,  000, 000 
100, 000, 000 

$425, 000, 000 
135, 000,  000 
25, 000,  000 

$325, 000, 000 
135, 000, 000 
25, 000, 000 

P75, 000,  000 
135,000,000 
26YM0, 000 

690,  000, 000 

325,  000, 000 

\ 

585, 000,  000 

485, 000,  000 

535, 00\000 

*  In  addition,  $10,000,000  reappropriation. 
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CERTAIN  CONSTRUCTION  AT  MILI¬ 
TARY  INSTALLATIONS— CONFER¬ 
ENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  13015)  to  authorize 
certain  construction  at  military  instal¬ 
lations,  and  for  other  purposes.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  present  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  re¬ 
port  will  be  read  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  August  5,  1958,  pp.  14866- 
14878,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report, 
and  in  connection  therewith  I  have  a 
fairly  brief  statement  to  make  on  the 
major  points  involved. 

The  report  was  signed  by  all  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  House  and  by 
all  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  It  has  already  been  agreed  to  by 
the  House. 

With  respect  to  the  net  money  figures 
in  the  bill,  there  was  not  much  change  in 
the  conference  report  as  compared  with 
the  form  in  which  the  bill  passed  the 
Senate. 

There  is  one  particular  phase  of  the 
Senate  version  which  is  cai’ried  forward 
in  the  conference  report,  to  which  I 
think  special  attention  should  be  called. 
I  refer  to  the  provision  with  reference  to 
our  defense  missile  systems.  Authoriza¬ 
tion  was  given,  in  effect,  to  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  for  the  Nike  family  of  mis¬ 
siles  and  Bomarc,  with  the  expectation 
that  there  would  be  forthcoming  a  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  which  of  those  two  programs 
would  be  used.  It  was  expected  that 
perhaps  one  might  be  discarded  and  the 
other  adopted.  The  authorization  pro¬ 
vided  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  discard  one  in 
favor  of  the  other,  but  that  he  might 
adopt  both. 

A  further  provision  was  made,  that 
there  be  a  reduction  of  20  percent  in  the 
amount  authorized  for  the  two  systems. 
The  amounts  were  added  together,  re¬ 
duced  20  percent,  and  the  remaining  80 
percent  was  the  amount  authorized. 
That  provision  is  carried  forward  in  the 
conference  version  of  the  bill,  which  we 
believe  will  lead  to  a  new  step  forward 
in  the  defense  missile  programs.  There 
is  a  possibility  not  only  of  saving  several 
hundred  million  dollars  in  the  immediate 
future,  but  perhaps,  over  the  years,  sev¬ 
eral  billion  dollars. 

I  hope,  too,  that  this  will  be  a  land¬ 
mark  in  the  transition  from  so  much 
emphasis  on  point  defense  or  purely  de¬ 
fensive  measures  to  more  emphasis  on 
our  ground  striking  power,  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  is  the  primary  mission  of  the  Army, 
and  that  we  will  develop  a  “hard  bone 
and  muscle”  Army,  with  the  carrying  ca¬ 


pacity,  including  airlift,  to  put  it  at  any 
point  in  the  world,  not  for  aggression, 
but  for  protection  of  our  foreign  policy. 

The  report  filed  by  the  committee  and 
the  amendments  we  offered  were  meas¬ 
ures  in  this  direction.  I  am  glad  to  see 
that  the  Senate  concept  was  retained 
in  the  bill  as  a  result  of  the  conference. 

There  were  some  Senators  who  had  a 
special  interest  in  various  items,  and 
tihey  may  now  wish  to  ask  some  questions 
about  them.  I  see  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case]  on  the  floor. 
He  took  a  very  active  part  in  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  the  Senate  bill  and  in  the  con¬ 
ference.  I  yield  the  floor,  so  that  he  may 
address  the  Senate  if  he  wishes  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  there  are  2  or  3  points  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  I  believe  should  be 
mentioned  as  a  matter  of  emphasis. 
First  of  all,  I  should  like  to  call  attention 
in  the  conference  agreement  to  the  de¬ 
fense  missile  problem  as  one  which  I 
believe  should  commend  itself  to  the 
Senate.  The  Senate  had  provided  that 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  should  make 
determination  with  respect  to  which 
missiles  or  combination  of  which  mis¬ 
siles  should  be  employed.  The  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  does  not  lessen  the  Sec¬ 
retary’s  responsibility  in  that  regard. 
The  conferees  did,  however,  agree  to 
make  the  authorizations  for  construction 
of  defense  missile  installations  and  fa¬ 
cilities  available  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  or  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force,  subject  to  a  determination  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense.  However,  by 
changing  the  language  in  section  402  of 
the  bill,  we  provided  that,  following  such 
determination,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
shall  have  authority  to  transfer  such 
funds  as  may  be  made  available  pursuant 
to  the  authorizations  contained  in  such 
sections  for  such  installations  and  facili¬ 
ties  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  as  the  case 
may  be,  to  enable  such  Secretary  to  uti¬ 
lize  the  authority  contained  in  such  sec¬ 
tions  in  accordance  with  such  determi¬ 
nation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  order? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  That  pro¬ 
vision  is  in  keeping  with  the  conference 
agreement  on  the  military  reorganiza¬ 
tion  bill.  The  military  reorganization 
bill  also  places  within  the  hands  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  the  responsibility 
for  making  decisions  with  respect  to  the 
use  of  new  weapons  or  weapons  systems. 
This  agreement  by  the  conferees  on  the 
military  construction  bill  is  consistent 
with  and  carries  forward  this  concept  of 
the  reorganization  bill. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  will  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  make  decisions  necessary  to 
choose,  for  example,  whether  a  Nike  or 
a  Bomarc  system  shall  be  used  in  defense 
at  a  particular  point  or  in  a  particular 
area. 

The  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
has  well  pointed  out  that  this  should 
make  it  possible  for  the  Government  to 
save  a  great  deal  of  money,  not  only  in 
connection  with  these  particular  instal¬ 
lations,  but  also  in  the  years  to  come. 
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The  staggering  fact  for  everyone  who 
is  dealing  with  military  appropriations 
or  military  authorizations  these  days  is 
that,  in  addition  to  the  initial  cost  of  the 
weapons  or  the  weapons  systems,  and  in 
addition  to  the  initial  cost  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  or  installations,  there  is  the  contin¬ 
uing  and  often  greater  cost  of  operating 
the  systems. 

The  only  way  these  costs  can  be  held 
within  any  bounds  at  all  is  by  taking 
every  possible  step  to  insure  the  elimi¬ 
nation  of  duplication.  The  language  in 
the  military  reorganization  bill  and  the 
language  in  this  authorization  bill  rep¬ 
resent  a  definite  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
committee  members,  who  have  responsi¬ 
bility  in  these  fields,  to  bring  about  such 
savings. 

In  addition,  I  should  like  to  invite  at¬ 
tention  to  the  provisions  which  relate 
to  the  acquisition  of  Wherry  projects. 
In  the  original  consideration  of  the  bill 
in  subcommittee,  the  members  of  the 
subcommittee  were  unanimous  in  the 
belief  that  we  ought  not  to  place  on  the 
Government  any  additional  burden  in 
the  acquisition  of  projects  at  this  time, 
and,  perhaps  even  more  emphatically, 
we  ought  not  to  write  into  legislation  re¬ 
quirements  which  would  increase  the 
cost  to  the  Government  in  the  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  those  projects. 

The  conference  agreement  retains  the 
language  which  the  Senate  version  of 
the  bill  contained.  However,  in  my 
judgment  it  improves  it  in  one  respect. 
That  is  with  respect  to  the  authority 
given  for  the  selection  of  commissioners 
to  assist  the  courts  or  to  act  for  the 
courts  in  determining  the  final  value  to 
be  paid  when  a  Wherry  project  is  to  be 
acquired  by  condemnation. 

The  bill  as  it  emerged  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  carried  the  word  “shall.”  The  con¬ 
ferees  changed  that  word  to  “may.” 
Thereby  it  makes  it  possible  for  the 
courts  to  employ  impartial  commis¬ 
sioners  in  determining  the  value  or  the 
price  that  ought  to  be  paid,  but  does  not 
make  it  mandatory. 

All  of  us  would  agree  that  where  these 
acquisitions  are  to  be  made,  they  should 
be  made  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  It 
was  felt  that  in  some  cases  the  courts 
are  so  loaded  with  work  that  it  may  be 
impossible  for  them  to  give  as  »prompt 
attention  to  the  determination  of  a  price 
as  the  courts  themselves  would  like  to 
do.  In  such  cases,  for  the  purpose  of 
expediting  the  acquisition,  the  confer¬ 
ence  agreement  wisely  makes  it  possible 
for  the  courts  to  name  impartial  com¬ 
missioners  to  assist  in  determining  the 
value. 

Finally,  Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to 
refer  to  the  action  of  the  conferees  on 
the  Reserve  Forces  facilities.  The  House 
had  placed  in  the  authorization  bill  cer¬ 
tain  authorizations,  and  had  used  a  line- 
item  procedure,  naming  certain  facilities 
which  might  be  constructed  for  the  Re¬ 
serve  components,  including  the  National 
Guard. 

The  Senate  committee  went  further 
and  spelled  out  the  authorization  for 
additional  facilities.  There  was  a  great 
deal  of  difference  of  opinion  around  the 
conference  table  as  to  whether  we  should 
have  used  the  line-item  procedure  in  any 
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respect.  However,  since  the  House  had 
done  it  and  the  Senate  had  added  to  it 
on  its  own  initiative,  we  concluded  to 
leave  in  all  the  authorizations  contained 
in  the  Senate  version. 

In  doing  so  the  conferees  wished  to 
make  it  clear  that  this  was  not  a  list  to 
establish  new  priorities  to  take  prece¬ 
dence  over  National  Guard  armories  or 
other  Reserve  facilities  which  had  pre¬ 
viously  received  the  approval  of  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  House 
and  Senate.  Under  existing  law,  pro¬ 
posals  for  the  construction  of  facilities 
are  submitted  to  the  Committees  on 
Armed  Services  and  then,  in  turn,  to  the 
Subcommittees  on  Military  Construction 
for  consultation.  The  committees  have 
cleared  several  National  Guard  armory 
projects  in  the  several  States  which  have 
not  been  constructed  as  yet.  The  agree¬ 
ment  in  the  report  to  the  line  items 
specified  in  the  bill  does  give  them  a 
priority  status,  but  they  are  to  be  sup¬ 
plemental  to  the  previously  authorized 
armories. 

I  ask  the  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  if  I  am  not  correct. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  is  eminently  correct.  The 
addition  of  the  second  list  of  armories 
and  related  matters  is  not  a  new  pri¬ 
ority;  it  is  a  supplemental  list.  What 
actually  will  control,  after  all,  is  the  se¬ 
lection  by  the  States,  as  well  as  those 
which  meet  the  criteria  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense.  It  would  be  well  for 
every  Se-nator  to  understand  this,  for  he 
may  have  correspondence  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  The 
Items  specified  in  the  bill  were  taken 
from  the  priority  lists  recommended  by 
the  several  States,  were  they  not? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Every  single  one  of 
them  was  taken  from  the  priority  lists 
sent  to  Congress  by  the  States  through 
the  National  Guard  Bureau.  We  had  to 
reject  all  other  suggestions.  One  sugges¬ 
tion  made  on  the  floor,  in  the  nature  of 
an  amendment,  also  was  rejected  by  the 
Senate,  because  it  had  not  been  proc¬ 
essed  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  I  was 
pleased  to  observe  that  the  conferees 
agreed  substantially  on  the  position 
taken  by  the  Senate  committee  with  re¬ 
spect  to  authorizations  for  additional 
military  family  housing  projects.  In  our 
committee,  we  had  felt  that  some  guide¬ 
lines  should  be  established  as  to  the 
number  of  housing  units  which  might  be 
constructed  at  military  establishments. 
It  has  always  been  our  desire  that  an 
ample  supply  be  provided,  but  we  felt 
that  some  limitations  should  be  imposed, 
so  that  military  housing  would  not  ex¬ 
ceed  the  natural,  normal  requirements, 
and  so  that  a  certain  amount  of  housing 
would  be  provided  by  the  local  communi¬ 
ties.  The  conference  agreement  pre¬ 
serves  the  position  of  the  Senate  in  that 
respect. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  has  spoken  correctly  on 
this  matter.  I  should  like  to  say  a  word 
concerning  the  Reserve  and  National 
Guard  armory  figures  to  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  South  Dakota  has  alluded. 

An  authorization  was  requested  for 
Navy  and  Marine  Corps  armories  and 


Reserve  buildings  in  the  amount  of  $12 
million,  and  for  Air  Force  Reserve  and 
Air  National  Guard,  $18  million.  No 
new  authorizations  were  requested  for 
the  Army  Reserve  and  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard. 

The  House  added  to  the  bill,  as  I  have 
outlined,  35  National  Guard  armories, 
at  a  cost  of  $5  million.  The  Senate 
agreed  to  not  only  those  35,  but  added 
a  number  of  armories,  so  as  to  make  a 
total  of  142  eligible,  and  provided  the 
sum  of  approximately  $15  million  in  au¬ 
thorizations  for  that  purpose.  We  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  bill  a  total  authorization 
of  approximately  $20  million  for  Army 
National  Guard,  and  an  additional  $3 
million  for  nonarmory  construction,  and 
for  the  Army  Reserve,  $5  million. 

In  conference,  all  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  pertaining  to  Reserve  construc¬ 
tion  were  adopted.  But  I  point  out  that 
the  bill  does  not  provide  any  money.  It 
simply  authorizes  a  list  of  certain 
facilities.  Changing  situations  at  the 
State  level  may  take  them  off  the  list. 
Congress,  however,  has  nothing  to  do 
with  that.  The  list  of  authorizations 
for  facilities  which  are  in  the  bill  came 
with  State  approval  under  State  priority 
lists.  We  certainly  expect  to  adhere  to 
such  a  list  in  the  future  and  not  disturb 
in  any  way  the  power  of  the  States  to 
make  the  eligibility,  lists;  for,  as  we 
know,  the  States  are  paying  a  part  of 
the  money  for  the  facilities. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  $35  mil¬ 
lion  of  State  matching  funds  have  al¬ 
ready  been  actually  provided  and  are 
in  the  bank,  so  to  speak,  awaiting  the 
matching  funds  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment. 

We  think  that  time  has  proved,  in 
many  instances,  that  one  of  the  very 
best  investments  Congress  makes  in  all 
military  programs  is  the  relatively  small 
amounts  which  are  spent  for  armory 
and  similar  facilities  to  develop  the  right 
kind  of  Reserve  and  National  Guard 
units. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  complete  statement  which  has 
been  prepared  concerning  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Statement  by  Senator  Stennis 

The  report  as  agreed  to  by  the  conferees  is 
in  general,  substantially  the  same  as  the 
Senate  version  of  the  bill.  They  are  covered 
in  more  detail  in  the  statement  of  managers. 
Report  No.  2429,  beginning  on  page  41,  so 
I  will  outline  but  briefly. 

TITLE  I - ARMY 

Within  the  Army  title  of  the  bill  as  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate,  there  were  five  line 
items  subject  to  conference  consideration. 
Two  of  these  items  pertained  to  a  hospital 
at  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.,  in  the  amount  of 
$1,900,000,  and  another  hospital  at  Port  Mc¬ 
Clellan,  Ala.,  in  the  amount  of  $3,331,000; 
the  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  reinstate  tjie 
authority.  As  will  be  remembered,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  originally  denied  the  authorization  for 
these  two  hospitals  because  of  its  belief  that 
existing  medical  facilities  were  not  being 
utilized  to  the  extent  of  their  capacity. 
However,  prior  to  the  conference,  the  Army 
produced  additional  information  strength¬ 
ening  the  justification  for  these  two  new  fa¬ 


15149 

cilities,  and  hence  it  was  deemed  advisable 
to  reinstate  the  authorizations. 

There  is  another  change  with  respect  to 
the  Army  title,  and  as  this  pertains  to  the 
subject  of  missiles,  specifically  Nike  and 
Bomarc,  I  shall  cover  the  subject  later  in  my 
remarks  on  title  IV  of  the  bill. 

One  other  area  of  change  occurred  with 
respect  to  the  $25  million  emergency  con¬ 
struction  authorization  granted  each  of  the 
three  Services  by  the  Senate  approved  ver¬ 
sion.  The  House  and  Senate  conferees 
agreed  by  setting  the  sum  of  $17,500,000  as 
an  amount  adequate  to  cover  the  contingen¬ 
cies  contemplated  by  this  provision  of  the 
bill  for  the  ensuing  fiscal  year, 

TITLE  II - NAVY 

The  conference  resulted  in  four  changes  to 
title  II  (Navy)  as  originally  approved  by  the 
Senate.  The  House  had  included  an  item 
for  $10  million  for  a  dry  dock  at  Charleston, 
S.  C.  The  Senate  version  contained  no  au¬ 
thorization  for  this  facility.  It  was  agreed 
that  the  Navy  should  be  authorized  the  sum 
of  $500,000  in  order  to  provide  for  necessary 
design,  plans,  and  other  work  preliminary  to 
the  initiation  of  construction — inasmuch  as 
the  Department  of  the  Navy  indicated  that 
the  facility  would  be  required  in  the  future. 

The  second  item  pertains  to  a  classified 
facility  at  Charleston,  S.  C.,  in  the  amount 
of  $10,300,000.  This  was  not  contained  in 
the  Senate  version  but  was  in  the  House  act. 
Subsequent  to  the  termination  of  the  Senate 
hearings,  the  Department  of  Defense  pro¬ 
vided  information  that  this  facility  was  ap¬ 
proved  and  urgently  needed — hence  all  con¬ 
ferees  agreed  to  its  inclusion.  One  additional 
item  in  the  amount  of  approximately  $1,200,- 
000  for  a  classified  facility  was  deleted  pend¬ 
ing  further  study  and  possible  resubmission 
in  next  year’s  construction  authorization  bill. 

The  only  other  change  in  the  Navy  title 
pertains  to  the  authorization  of  1,000  family¬ 
housing  units  to  bs  constructed  at  the  Navy 
Base,  San  Diego,  Calif.  This  item  was  pre¬ 
sented  as  an  approved  project  by  Department 
of  Defense  subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the 
bill  by  the  Senate. 

TITLE  in - AIR  FORCE 

Only  one  change  was  made  in  the  line  item 
of  title  III  (Air  Force)  portion  of  the  bill. 
The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the  inclusion 
of  $925,000  for  the  construction  of  troop 
housing  at  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  La., 
predicated  upon  the  receipt  of  information 
that  the  construction  of  these  facilities  would 
not  exceed  the  committee  criteria. 

TITLE  IV - SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 

In  title  IV  of  the  bill,  it  will  be  remem¬ 
bered  that  the  Senate  version  deleted  certain 
funds  from  the  Army  and  Air  Force  titles  per¬ 
taining  to  construction  of  facilities  for  de¬ 
fense  missiles  (Nike  and  Bomarc).  During 
the  conference  it  was  agreed  to  reinstate 
these  authorizations  subject  to  certain  pro¬ 
visions  in  section  402  designed  to  carry  out 
the  Senate’s  original  intent.  The  language 
of  section  402  is  quoted,  as  follows: 

‘  Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his 
designee  shall,  prior  to  the  utilization  of  the 
funds  authorized  by  sections  102  and  302  of 
this  act  for  establishing  or  developing  classi¬ 
fied  military  installations  and  facilities  for 
defense  missiles  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
and  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  respec¬ 
tively,  determine  with  respect  to  each  de¬ 
fended  area,  which  missile  or  combination  of 
missiles  will  be  employed  in  that  area.  In 
making  such  determination,  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  shall  have  the  authority  to  trans¬ 
fer  such  funds  as  may  be  made  available 
pursuant  to  the  authorizations  contained  in 
such  sections  for  such  installations  and  fa¬ 
cilities,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the 
Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  as  the  case  may 
be,  to  enable  such  Secretaries  to  utilize  the 
authority  contained  in  such  sections  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  such  determinations.” 
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In  summation  then,  the  totals  of  the  bill 
as  changed  by  the  conference  are  as  follows: 
Title  I  (Army)  as  originally  approved  by  the 
Senate  authorized  a  total  amount  of  new 
authorizations  of  $201,963,000;  the  resulting 
conference  figure  is  $309,466,000.  For  the 
Navy,  the  Senate  figure  was  $323,887,000;  the 
conference  figure  was  $325,994,000.  For  the 
Air  Force,  the  Senate  version  was  $885,390,- 
000;  the  conference  amount  is  $952,415,000. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  (title  IV),  the  Sen¬ 
ate  amount  was  $233,401,000;  the  conference 
version  is  $50  million.  The  total  of  new 
authorizations  were  therefore,  $1,644,641,000 
as  approved  by  the  Senate,  and  $1,637,875,000 
as  a  result  of  the  conference  (a  difference  of 
$6,766,000). 

The  substantive  changes  appearing  in  titles 
I,  III,  and  IV  are  basically  the  shifting  of 
dollar  authorizations  pertaining  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  defense  missile  facilities,  pre¬ 
viously  mentioned. 

TITLE  V - GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

With  regard  ter  title  V,  that  portion  per¬ 
taining  to  General  Provisions,  the  conferees 
adopted  the  Senate  version  with  a  few  minor 
changes,  and  one  substantive  change.  The 
minor  changes  were  simply  designed  to 
clarify  the  original  Senate  intent. 

The  substantive  change  pertains  to  section 
513  which  dealt  with  certain  procedures  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  acquisition  of  Wherry  projects 
under  condemnation.  The  original  Senate 
language  called  for  the  mandatory  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  impartial  commission  to  assist  the 
court  in  determining  the  final  value.  As  a 
result  of  the  conference,  the  word  “shall” 
was  changed  to  “may”  thereby  in  effect  mak¬ 
ing  the  establishment  of  the  commission 
permissive  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

TITLE  VI - RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 

As  will  be  remembered,  this  year  for  the 
first  time  the  annual  military  construction 
authorization  bill  contained  new  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  both  the  Active  and  Reserve  Forces, 
including  the  National  Guard.  Title  VI  per¬ 
tains  to  Reserve  Forces  Facilities.  The  con¬ 
ferees  accepted  the  Senate  version  in  its 
entirety. 

All  conferees  agreed  to  the  extreme  im¬ 
portance  of  our  Reserve  components  to  the 
national  defense.  As  originally  submitted 
from  the  Department  of  Defense,  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  contained  no  requests  for 
additional  authorizations  for  Army  Reserve 
nor  Army  National  Guard  projects. 

The  House-passed  bill  contained  added  au¬ 
thorization  for  35  National  Guard  armories 
at  a  cost  of  approximately  $5  million;  the 
Senate  version  added  108  eligible  armories 
at  an  additional  cost  of  approximately  $15 
million.  Both  bills  contained  certain  added 
authorization  for  the  Organized  Reserves. 

For  the  benefit  of  the  Senate,  I  would  like 
to  review  briefly  the  underlying  reasons  for 
the  Senate’s  actions  in  this  area  in  order  that 
the  record  may  be  perfectly  clear. 

As  originally  presented,  the  'Reserve  con¬ 
struction  authorization  bill  contained  au¬ 
thorization  requests  amounting  to  approxi¬ 
mately  $30  million  providing  close  to  $12  mil¬ 
lion  for  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps,  and  ap¬ 
proximately  $18  million  for  Air  Force  Re¬ 
serves  and  Air  National  Guard,  and  with 
none,  as  indicated  before,  for  the  Army  Re¬ 
serve  and  Army  National  Guard.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  indicated  no  additional 
authorities  were  requested  for  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  and  the  Army  Reserve  because 
there  existed  a  carry-over  into  fiscal  year  1959 
from  prior  year  authorizations  in  an  amount 
of  approximately  $45  million.  The  inference 
was  that  this  $45  million  was  considered  ade¬ 
quate  to  provide  construction  for  the  next 
12  months.  The  Senate  took  exception  to 
this  philosophy.  It  considered  the  National 
Guard  and  the  Organized  Reserve  as  abso¬ 
lutely  essential  to  this  Nation’s  defense,  and 
indicated  its  belief  that  our  Reserve  com¬ 
ponents  must  be  provided  with  adequate 


armories  and  the  other  facilities  needed  for 
their  training. 

During  hearings  last  year,  it  was  indicated 
that  there  were  better  than  2,000  locations 
where  Army  Reserve  training  was  being  car¬ 
ried  on  and  that  of  these,  only  551  were  con¬ 
sidered  adequate.  In  the  case  of  the  Army 
National  Guard,  it  was  stated  that  of  a  total 
requirement  for  2,700  units,  there  remained 
800  locations  to  be  established  or  improved, 
and  yet  the  Defense  Department  requested 
no  additional  authorizations  for  Army  Re¬ 
serve  and  Army  National  Guard.  This  was 
surprising  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  had  been  informed  that  various  States 
and  communities  had  previously  made  avail¬ 
able  approximately  $35  million  as  their  con¬ 
tribution,  therefore  if  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  were  to  provide  its  75  percent  share, 
there  would  need  to  be  made  available  al¬ 
most  $100  million  more. 

Various  charts  presented  during  the  hear¬ 
ings  indicated  that  the  total  amount  of  au¬ 
thorizations  requested  represented  only  2.6 
percent  of  the  total  requirement.  If  this 
percentage  is  added  to  that  already  in  be¬ 
ing  or  under  contract,  there  remains  46.9 
percent  to  be  filled.  At  this  rate,  it  would 
take  nearly  15  years  to  provide  the  estimated 
requirements  for  all  Reserve  components. 

During  this  year’s  hearings,  senior  Na¬ 
tional  Guard  officials  indicated  “a  dire  need 
for  many  new  National  Guard  armories.” 

At  the  Senate’s  request,  the  National 
Guard  Bureau  submitted  a  list  of  various 
projects  in  accord  with  requests  and  pri¬ 
orities  established  by  the  States  involved, 
with  State-matching  funds  and  sites  already 
available.  It  was  indicated  that  these 
projects,  armory  and  non-armory,  had  al¬ 
ready  been  reviewed  for  compliance  with 
Department  of  Defense  criteria  and  a  con¬ 
tinuing  requirement  under  the  new  forces 
structure  of  the  Army  National  Guard,  and 
that  all  were  considered  essential  and  eligible 
for  Federal  participation. 

As  a  result  of  the  foregoing,  the  Senate 
added  line  item  projects  in  the  amount  of 
approximately  $23  million  for  the  Army  Na¬ 
tional  Guard,  and  approximately  $5  million 
for  the  Army  Reserve. 

During  the  hearings.  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Defense  Floyd  S.  Bryant,  by  letter  dated 
June  18,  1958,  furnished  the  Senate  a  list  of 
projects  for  each  Reserve  component  by  lo¬ 
cation,  type,  and  an  indication  of  those  for 
which  the  existing  authorizations  would 
carry  over  into  fiscal  year  1959.  In  taking 
the  action  to  add  as  line  items,  the  projects 
for  the  Army  National  Guard  and  for  Army 
Reserve,  the  Senate  emphasized  that  this  ad¬ 
ditional  authorization  would  be  in  addition 
to  projects  heretofore  approved  and  to  those 
covered  in  the  carry-over  list  conveyed  by 
Secretary  Bryant's  letter.  These  authoriza¬ 
tions  are  not  intended  as  a  priority  but 
rather  as  a  supplement  to  the  previously 
mentioned  list. 

The  conferees  agreed  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  which  included  the  additional  Army 
Reserve  and  Army  National  Guard  armories. 
Of  course  these  are  only  authorizations. 
Actual  construction  will  depend  on  the 
amount  of  the  appropriations  and  the  ulti¬ 
mate  decisions  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  brief  statement,  and  then  to  ask 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  a  few  ques¬ 
tions.  I  commend  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  and  the  other  members  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Military  Housing 
of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
upon  their  handling  of  the  bill,  upon  the 
bill,  and  upon  the  conference  report,  in 
every  respect  except  one.  That  deals 
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with  subsection  (d)  of  section  513,  which 
has  to  do  with  the  condemnation  of 
Wherry  housing  by  the  Government,  and 
the  compensation  which  will  be  paid 
therefor. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  has  been  particularly  con¬ 
cerned  about  this  subject.  It  is  an  im¬ 
portant  one.  He  has  worked  on  it 
throughout  most  of  the  session,  I  think, 
because  he  has  come  before  the  commit¬ 
tee  and  has  communicated  with  us 
many  times  about  this  problem  and  its 
many  phases.  /  -  / 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  and  the  other  members  of  the 
committee  have  been  considerate  in 
hearing  those  of  us  who  are  interested 
in  the  matter.  But  I  should  like  to  state 
the  background  of  the  matter. 

The  Government  of  the  United  States, 
wishing  to  further  the  free-enterprise 
system  and  to  have  private  investors 
build  housing  for  military  personnel,  em¬ 
barked  upon  the  so-called  Wherry  pro¬ 
gram  by  asking  investors  to  invest  their 
own  money  to  construct  military  hous¬ 
ing,  the  property,  of  course,  to  be  rented 
back  to  the  Government. 

Wherry  housing  projects,  by  and  large, 
are  located  in  places  where  they  are  use¬ 
ful  only  to  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  housing  of  personnel.  That 
is,  they  are  not  located  in  metropolitan 
areas,  where  such  housing  could  be  used, 
rented,  or  sold  for  the  housing  of  civil¬ 
ian  or  other  personnel.  They  are  of 
value,  largely,  only  to  the  United  States 
Government. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
people  who  invested  their  money  to  build 
Wherry  housing  are  not  asking  that  the 
Government  take  the  property  back. 
This  is  a  reversal  of  attitude  on  the  part 
of  the  Government,  whereby  the  Govern¬ 
ment  is  taking  the  initiative  by  passing 
a  law  to  take  back  the  property,  either 
by  negotiation  or  condemnation. 

I  do  not  want  the  persons  who  have  in 
good  faith  made  these  investments  to  get 
an  unreasonable  amount,  but  I  hope  they 
will  get  fair  and  just  compensation  for 
the  property  which  the  Government  is 
taking  back  either  by  negotiation  or  by 
condemnation. 

I  am  afraid  that  the  provision  upon 
which  the  subcommittee  has  agreed  in 
conference — and  I  was  very  hopeful  that 
the  criteria  would  be  changed  in  confer¬ 
ence — may  not  provide  just  compensa¬ 
tion  for  the  Wherry  housing  owners.  It 
should  be  remembered  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Banking  and  Currency  and  its 
Subcommittee  on  Housing  held  hearings 
on  this  particular  subject.  They  con¬ 
cluded  that  this  was  an  unusual  situa¬ 
tion  ;  that  the  ordinary  elements  of  value, 
under  which  these  projects  could  be  com¬ 
pared  with  something  else  nearby,  did 
not  apply.  They  decided  that  it  was  a 
unique  situation. 

They  concluded  that  a  mandatory  pro¬ 
vision  for  a  commission  was  the  correct 
one,  and  also  that  among  thd  elements  of 
value  to  be  considered  were  the  cost  of 
construction,  the  cost  of  replacement, 
and  fair  depreciation. 

The  housing  bill,  as  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  included  that  provision;  and  the  bill 
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is  now  before  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives. 

With  all  due  deference  to  the  Armed 
Services  Committee,  of  which  I  have  the 
great  honor  to  be  a  member,  I  believe  we 
should  give  particular  attention  to  the 
views  of  members  of  the  committee  who 
have  special  interests  in  housing  matters 
and  who  also  have  a  large  degree  of  ex¬ 
pert  knowledge  on  the  subject. 

The  conferees  have  voted  to  strike  out 
the  word  “shall”,  and  to  insert  the  word 
“may”,  as  in  the  present  law,  so  the 
phrase  will  read  “may  be  considered  by 
the  commission.” 

I  have  as  much  respect  as  does  any 
other  Member  of  the  Senate  for  the 
judgments  of  juries;  but  it  is  well  known 
that  today  many  courts  of  the  Nation  are 
hopelessly  bogged  down. 

The  persons  involved  in  this  matter 
need  the  money  immediately.  In  many 
instances,  the  amounts  paid  are  very 
small,  in  comparison  with  the  amounts 
to  which  the  persons  involved  are  en¬ 
titled. 

Furthermore,  the  property  involved  is 
unique.  It  is  not  valued  on  the  basis  of 
the  usual  valuations,  because  this  prop¬ 
erty  has  value  only  or  primarily  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States.  There¬ 
fore,  intricate  accounting  in  regard  to 
the  rate  of  return  and  depreciation  is  in¬ 
volved.  Prompt  action  should  be  taken, 
so  as  to  enable  the  owners  to  receive 
more  speedy  consideration.  Provision 
should  also  be  made  to  have  the  valua¬ 
tion  made  by  persons  who  are  competent 
to  render  very  expert  judgment  in  regard 
to  the  question  of  what  is  a  fair  valua¬ 
tion.  That  condition  would  be  met  if  the 
matters  were  handled  by  a  commission, 
as  we  have  proposed. 

So,  in  the  first  place,  I  am  disap¬ 
pointed  that  the  provision  for  commis¬ 
sion  consideration  was  deleted  in  the 
conference. 

In  evaluating  other  property  which  is 
in  a  peculiar  situation — for  instance,  in 
cases  under  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au¬ 
thority  Act  and  in  cases  relating  to  the 
District  of  Columbia — valuation  by  a 
commission  is  mandatory. 

Second,  many  of  the  condemnation 
laws  provide  special  guidelines  for  con¬ 
sideration  in  connection  with  the  deter¬ 
mination  of  the  value.  It  is  usually  pro¬ 
vided  that,  among  other  matters  to  be 
considered  in  arriving  at  the  value,  such 
and  such  should  be  considered. 

Inasmuch  as  the  property  involved 
in  this  instance  is  of  a  specialized,  unique 
type,  and  inasmuch  as  the  property  has 
value  in  substantial  amount  only  to  the 
Government  of  the  United  States,  and 
inasmuch  as  the  Government  is  initiat¬ 
ing  the  action  for  the  taking  back  of 
property  which  was  built  in  good  faith, 
it  seems  to  me  that  in  this  instance  the 
rule  to  be  applied  should  be  the  value 
of  the  property  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges],  who  is  a  member  of  the 
Armed  Services  Committee,  and  who  has 
had  great  experience  with  this  matter, 
has  made  the  same  recommendation. 

So  I  am  sorry  the  conference  report 
does  not  include  a  provision  for  some 
guidelines  of  this  type. 


Can  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  give 
us  any  assurance  that  the  value  to  the 
Government  will  be  one  of  the  elements 
to  be  considered  in  arriving  at  the  value? 
Can  he  also  give  us  any  assurance  that 
the  construction  cost,  the  cost  of  re¬ 
placement,  and  fair  depreciation  will  be 
considered? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  shall  be  very  glad  to 
answer  the  question  as  best  I  can. 

First,  by  way  of  background,  let  me 
point  out  that  the  enforced  sale  of  such 
Wherry  housing  occurs  only  in  cases  in 
which  the  armed  services  propose  to 
build  Capehart  housing.  One  reason 
why  the  law  provides  that  Wherry  hous¬ 
ing  shall  be  taken  over  first  is  that  it 
would  be  unfair  to  the  owners  of  Wherry 
housing  to  provide  for  the  construction 
of  Capehart  housing,  which  then  would 
compete  with  the  Wherry  housing. 

The  Armed  Services  Committee  first 
provided  for  the  inclusion  of  a  provision 
which  would  give  protection  to  the 
owners,  and  also  for  the  inclusion  of  a 
provision  that  the  condemnation  pro¬ 
cedure  would  be  open,  and  that  the 
owners  could  go  through  the  con¬ 
demnation  procedures  under  the  rules 
established  in  the  courts  in  the  respective 
communities. 

It  was  for  that  reason  that  the  Senate 
Armed  Services  Committee  took  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  it  would  not  undertake  to  pro¬ 
vide,  in  this  connection,  the  laws  which 
would  control  in  the  trial  of  such  cases. 
The  position  of  the  committee  was  that 
it  is  not  proper  to  have  1  foot  in  the 
courtroom  and  1  foot  outside  the 
courtroom;  that  when  a  case  of  this  sort 
goes  into  court,  those  involved  in  the 
case  are  clothed  with  all  the  protections 
afforded  by  the  rules  of  evidence  and 
rules  regarding  value  which  prevail  in 
the  jurisdictions  concerned,  and  that 
those  protections  are  afforded  to  all  the 
parties  involved;  all  will  be  bound  by  the 
same  rules. 

As  a  lawyer,  I  would  say  that  the  point 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  has  made, 
namely,  about  the  special,  peculiar  value 
of  these  houses  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  would  certainly  be 
considered;  I  believe  that  their  special, 
peculiar  value  would  certainly  be  consid¬ 
ered  as  being  among  the  elements  of 
value  which,  in  my  opinion,  would  apply 
and  would  be  proper  for  consideration. 
If  I  were  ruling  on  such  a  matter,  from 
a  judicial  standpoint,  I  would  admit  evi¬ 
dence  in  that  connection. 

But  when  it  is  proposed  that  we  write 
such  rules  into  the  law,  we  should  con¬ 
sider  that  if  we  were  to  do  so,  we  could 
be  changing  local  rules  to  that  extent. 
Once  that  process  were  begun,  soon,  no 
doubt,  further  changes  of  that  sort 
would  be  requested,  and  soon  thereafter 
other  changes  would  be  requested,  and 
there  would  be  no  end  to  the  process. 

So  we  have  provided  for  the  rules 
which  will  apply  in  all  cases,  whether 
the  matter  involved  is  in  Knoxville, 
Tenn.,  in  California,  in  New  Hampshire, 
or  elsewhere  in  the  Nation.  We  believe 
that  provision  will  serve  well. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  But  it  is  not  un¬ 
usual  to  include  in  condemnation  stat¬ 
utes,  as  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
well  knows,  a  provision  in  regard  to 


guidelines  with  respect  to  the  elements 
to  be  considered  in  connection  with  other 
values.  That  has  been  done  many  times. 
The  law  does  not  say  that  such  elements 
of  value  shall  be  the  only  ones  to  be 
considered;  it  merely  provides  that  at¬ 
tention  shall  be  given  particularly  to  the 
unique  type  of  property  being  condemned 
or  taken. 

I  have  been  advised  by  owners  of 
Wherry  housing  in  Tennessee  that  the 
Department  of  Justice,  in  connection 
with  its  consideration  of  these  matters, 
will  not  give  any  consideration  to  the 
unique  value  to  the  Federal  Government, 
and  does  not  seem  to  be  willing  to  give 
much  consideration  to  the  replacement 
cost  or  the  fair  depreciation.  I  have  also 
been  advised  that  unless  some  provision 
of  the  sort  to  which  I  have  referred  is 
included  in  this  measure,  or,  at  leeast, 
unlss  some  strong  legislative  history  in 
that  connection  is  established,  the  own¬ 
ers  of  such  housing  simply  will  not  re¬ 
ceive  fair  compensation. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Certainly  it  is  the  hope 
and  the  purpose  of  the  committee  to 
provide  them  with  a  proper  forum  in 
which  they  will  receive  just  compensa¬ 
tion.  But  we  cannot  find  better  rules 
for  application  than  the  prevailing  rules 
which  apply  to  others. 

When  peculiar  circumstances  exist — 
regardless  of  the  situation  existing  in 
various  other  communities — evidence  re¬ 
garding  them  will  clelarly  be  admissible. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  But  I  do  not  think 
any  other  type  of  property  to  be  con¬ 
demned  would  be  in  exactly  the  same  sit¬ 
uation  as  that  of  the  Wherry  housing 
in  Tennessee.  Those  affected  are  very 
fearful  that  the  rules  which  are  appli¬ 
cable  there  will  not  permit  this  unique 
situation  to  be  taken  into  consideration. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Certainly  the  court 
has  discretionary  power  in  regard  to  the 
admission  of  evidence  of  that  kind,  in 
order  to  meet  the  situations  which  de¬ 
velop.  And  I  believe  the  average  court 
will  act  to  meet  such  situations. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Does  the  Senator 
from  Mississippi  agree  that  this  Wherry 
housing  is  unique  and  unusual,  in  that 
it  was  built  for  a  particular  purpose,  to 
wit,  the  housing  of  governmental  per¬ 
sonnel,  including  military  personnel; 
and  that  unless  consideration  is  given 
to  the  value  of  this  housing,  when  it 
continues  to  be  used  for  that  purpose, 
fair  treatment  will  not  be  given  to  the 
owners  who  may  have  to  give  up  their 
property? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  from 
Mississippi  understands  many  of  them 
are  quite  unique  as  to  location  and  sur¬ 
rounding  circumstances.  It  is  a  very 
clear  illustration  of  what  is  meant  by 
stating  the  court  shall  apply  rules  that 
will  fit  the  particular  case. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  The  statement  of 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  about  this 
matter  gives  me  some  comfort.  I  know 
the  conference  report  has  already  been 
adopted  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  I  still  believe  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  in  the  conference  report  is  not  sat¬ 
isfactory,  and  I  oppose  it,  but  I  agree 
to  the  rest  of  it. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  position.  He  certainly  has  worked 
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diligently  and  has  been  helpful  to  us 
in  formalizing  and  finalizing  these  pro¬ 
visions. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  The  Congress  of 
the  United  States  has  no  more  impor¬ 
tant  function  to  perform  than  to  provide 
adequately  for  the  national  defense. 
The  very  survival  of  our  Nation  depends 
upon  it. 

I  wish  to  take  this  opportunity  to  con¬ 
gratulate  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Mississippi  for  his  interest  and  his 
fine  work  in  behalf  of  our  national  de¬ 
fense,  and  to  commend  him  especially 
for  the  magnificent  work  he  has  done  on 
this  particular  piece  of  legislation. 

I  recall  in  our  State  there  were  two 
projects  of  great  importance  being  con¬ 
sidered  for  national  defense.  They  were 
not  included  in  the  Senate  bill.  I 
talked  with  the  Senator  about  them. 
One  of  the  projects,  a  classified  project, 
was  included  in  the  conference  bill;  and 
as  to  the  other,  relating  to  drydocks  at 
Charleston,  which  is  a  very  important 
project,  a  provision  has  been  made  for 
planning  money.  I  wanted  to  have  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  confirm  that  is 
the  case. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  The  Senator  from  South  Carolina 
had  called  these  two  projects  in  his 
State  to  our  special  attention  and 
worked  with  us  some  weeks  before  the 
bill  was  written  up.  One  of  the  classi¬ 
fied  projects,  which  is  now  in  the  bill, 
and  which  involves  a  considerable 
amount  of  money,  was  thoroughly  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  committee;  but  at  that 
time  there  was  some  uncertainty  on 
the  part  of  the  Navy  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  as  to  what  would  be 
their  position  with  reference  to  con¬ 
tinuing  it  or  constructing  it  this  year. 

While  the  matter  was  still  in  abey¬ 
ance,  the  committee  had  to  close  its 
hearings  and  write  up  thfe  bill.  The 
project  was  left  out  of  the  bill,  but  we 
continued  to  keep  it  on  our  active  list 
for  consideration.  In  the  meantime  the 
Navy  confirmed  its  position,  as  did  the 
Department  of  Defense.  They  not  only 
asked  for  the  authorization,  but  for 
money,  which  was  being  appropriated 
at  about  the  same  time.  We  are  very 
glad  the  project  is  included  in  the  bill. 

The  other  major  project,  so  far  as 
the  Senator  from  South  Carolina  is  con¬ 
cerned,  had  the  same  history.  It  was 
covered  in  conference  by  providing 
$500,000  for  plans  for  the  design  and 
other  activities  incident  to  the  drydocks 
at  Charleston. 

So  far  as  now  can  be  foreseen,  the 
project  will  be  continued.  The  project 
could  not  be  completed  in  the  next  12 
months  anyway.  The  amount  provided 
is  ample  for  planning.  I  know  the  proj¬ 
ect  will  continue  to  have  the  interest 
of  the  Senator  from  South  Carolina,  as 
it  will  that  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  In  including  the 
classified  project  in  the  bill,  I  believe 
the  Senator  from  Mississippi  has  ren¬ 
dered  a  great  service  to  our  national  de¬ 
fense.  I  appreciate  his  words  with  re¬ 


spect  to  the  drydocks,  for  which  plan¬ 
ning  money  has  been  provided.  I  pre¬ 
sume  the  plans  are  to  carry  it  forward 
next  year. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  understand  that  the 
Navy  so  expects.  I  hope  so.  The  com-' 
mittee  will  be  interested  in  following 
up  the  project. 

Mr.  THURMOND.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Alabama. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  desire  to  follow 
up  very  briefly  the  line  of  questioning 
which  was  conducted  by  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  and  deskmate,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver] 
with  reference  to  Wherry  housing  proj¬ 
ects.  The  Senator  knows  this  has  been 
a  matter  of  great  concern  and  consider¬ 
able  study  and  work  on  the  part  of  the 
Housing  Subcommittee,  of  which  I  have 
the  honor  of  being  the  chairman.  The 
Senator  will  recall  the  exchange  we  had 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  at  the  time 
the  bill  was  before  the  Senate  for  pas¬ 
sage.  Because  of  the  language  which 
had  been  arrived  at  and  the  legislative 
record  which  was  made  in  connection 
with  it,  I  thought  we  had  established  a 
rather  fine  understanding.  Along  with 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee,  I  was  dis¬ 
appointed  to  see  the  change  which  had 
taken  place  in  conference,  because,  for 
one  reason,  I  am  not  certain  just  what 
effect  it  will  have. 

I  have  followed  the  colloquy  between 
the  Senator  from  Tennessee  and  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi.  I  derive  some 
reassurance  from  the  interpretation  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  has  given  to 
the  language.  Of  course,  all  of  the  pro¬ 
vision  relates  to  condemnation.  I  rather 
feel  we  might  accomplish  something  by 
directing  our  efforts  toward  having  the 
Defense  Department  handle  the  matters, 
insofar  as  they  can  be  handled,  without 
condemnation. 

As  was  stated  when  the  bill  was  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  for  consideration,  one  of 
the  great  troubles  has  been  the  lack  of 
uniformity.  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Mississippi  agrees  with  me  in  that  state¬ 
ment,  because  he  has  said  so  before. 
Does  he  not? 

Mr.  STENNIS.  Absolutely.  We  hope 
this  additional  legislative  consideration 
of  the  problem  will  clear  up  some  of 
the  questions.  We  have  tried  to  insist 
upon  uniformity. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  am  sorry  I  do 
not  have  the  figures  before  me  now,  but 
I  have  had  from  time  to  time  figures 
showing  the  progress  made  by  the  three 
different  departments  in  the  acquisition 
of  the  projects.  The  difference  as  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  projects  have 
been  handled  has  been  outstanding.  The 
committee  had  in  its  report  of  the  bill 
to  the  Senate  a  very  fine  statement.  The 
Senator  will  remember  I  placed  it  in  the 
Record  at  the  time.  It  called  upon  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  to  take  hold  of 
this  matter  and  to  administer  it  in  such 
a  way  as  to  bring  about  uniformity.  The 
Senator  from  Mississippi  is  still  of  the 
mind  that  it  ought  to  be  done  in  that 
way,  I  am  sure. 
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Mr.  STENNIS.  Certainly.  I  appreci¬ 
ate  the  Senator’s  emphasis.  We  made 
the  language  very  strong  for  the  record. 
I  should  like  to  read  from  that  part  of 
the  report: 

The  committee  expects  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  who  should  now  have  no  doubt 
about  his  authority,  to  establish  a  standard 
procedure  which,  in  the  interest  of  clarity, 
just  compensation,  and  equitable  treatment 
of  all  concerned,  will  be  followed  by  the 
entire  Department. 

We  expect  to  follow  that  up  with  a 
letter,  emphasizing  it  even  further,  if 
that  be  possible. 

Mr.  SPARKMAN.  I  am  delighted  to 
hear  the  Senator  make  that  statement. 
This  is  one  thing  we  should  keep  in  mind. 
The  Senator  from  Mississippi  knows  I 
never  have  liked  the  arrangement  we 
have  had  with  respect  to  Wherry  hous¬ 
ing.  I  did  not  like  it  as  a  program  from 
the  beginning. 

I  did  not  like  the  settlement  which 
was  made,  yet  I  felt  something  had  to 
be  done.  We  wrote  the  provision  into 
the  law  to  require  the  armed  services, 
before  they  build  Capehart  projects  at 
locations  where  there  are  Wherry  proj¬ 
ects,  particularly  if  the  Wherry  projects 
are  not  fully  occupied,  first  to  purchase 
the  Wherry  projects. 

The  point  I  wish  to  make  is  that  we 
did  so  as  a  protection  to  the  owners  of 
the  Wherry  projects,  against  being  put 
out  of  a  profitable  business  by  compe¬ 
tition. 

In  any  settlement  under  a  forced  con¬ 
demnation  certainly  it  seems  to  me  full 
consideration  should  be  given  to  the  ele¬ 
ments  mentioned  by  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee.  In  other  words,  there  should 
be  kept  foremost  in’  the  minds  of  the 
particular  Department  handling  the  ne¬ 
gotiation  the  fact  that  the  owner  of  the 
project  ought  to  be  treated  fairly.  That 
is  all  we  ask  for,  and  all  we  have  ever 
asked  for. 

Mr.  STENNIS.  That  is  certainly  our 
purpose.  I  think  the  Senator  has  made 
a  very  fine  statement. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  mention  one 
additional  point  with  reference  to  some 
of  the  remarks  of  the  Senator  from 
South  Dakota  [Mr.  Case],  in  which  he 
so  clearly  and  aptly  pointed  out  that  the 
programs,  which  are  authorized,  to  buy 
land  and  install  sites  for  missiles,  are 
only  the  forerunner  of  the  actual  shock¬ 
ing  cost  of  the  programs.  Later  they 
will  involve  personnel  and  all  kinds  of 
procurement  for  very,  very  expensive 
continued  operations.  These  dupli¬ 
cating  systems  are  already  in  being  and 
are  growing  daily. 

The  appropriation  bill  which  was  ap¬ 
proved  on  the  floor  only  a  few  minutes 
ago,  totalling  a  little  less  than  $40  bil¬ 
lion,  included  approximately  $l1/2  bil¬ 
lion  with  respect  to  the  relatively  small 
items  we  have  been  mentioning  in  the 
authorization  bill,  and  they  are  not  in 
full  development  yet.  That  shows  un¬ 
less  some  decisions  are  made  at  the  level 
where  these  programs  start,  they  will 
grow  into  billions  of  dollars  in  a  very 
short  time. 

•  Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield  for  a 
few  moments? 


/ 


1958 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE  15153 


Mr.  STENNIS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE  of  South  Dakota.  T  am 
moved  to  make  a  brief  additional  com¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  the  acquisition  of 
Wherry  projects,  because  of  some  of  the 
things  which  have  been  said.  I  desire 
the  Record  to  be  clear  that  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee — all  the  mem¬ 
bers,  including  myself — want  the  nego¬ 
tiations  for  Wherry  projects  to  be  car¬ 
ried  on  fairly  and  expeditiously.  We 
want  the  same  principles  to  be  applied 
whether  the  acquisition  is  in  the  name 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army,  or  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force. 

At  the  same  time,  Mr.  President,  I 
would  not  want  a  record  to  be  written 
which  I  thought  might  be  interpreted 
by  anybody  as  requiring  a  consideration 
of  the  replacement  costs  of  these  proj¬ 
ects,  regardless  of  the  factors  involved. 
It  certainly  is  true  that  the  so-called 
Wherry  housing  projects  -  represent  a 
special  situation.  It  is  true  that  the 
normal  elements  of  determining  values 
in  a  condemnation  proceeding  may  not 
be  wholly  applicable.  It  is  true  that 
the  Government  is  the  major  client,  and 
perhaps  the  only  possible  client  for  the 
use  of  the  housing. 

But,  Mr.  President,  when  these  proj¬ 
ects  were  provided  for,  it  was  recog¬ 
nized  that  a  rather  unusual  situation 
existed,  and  the  sponsors  of  the  Wherry 
projects  received  consideration  which  is 
not  normally  given  to  builders.  First, 
the  sponsors  of  the  Wherry  projects  re¬ 
ceived  insured  loans,  and  on  a  very  lib¬ 
eral  basis.  In  fact,  memories  are  short 
in  this  country  if  we  do  not  remember 
that  some  of  those  insured  loans  were 
later  discovered  to  have  exceeded  the 
actual  amount  of  the  cost  of  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  projects.  Memories  are 
short  indeed  if  we  do  not  remember  that 
in  some  instances  the  insured  loans  ex¬ 
ceeded  by  a  very  great  deal  the  amount 
of  money  expended  on  the  projects. 
Time  was  when  we  heard  reports  about 
the  windfalls  which  were  being  realized 
by  some  of  the  sponsors  of  the  Wherry 
projects,  when  they  built  the  projects  in 
the  name  of  one  corporation,  which  ac¬ 
quired  the  loan  and  promptly  disposed 
of  the  project  to  a  secondary  corporation 
for  securities,  which  would  protect  the 
loan  so  far  as  the  earning  requirements 
of  the  project  were  concerned,  but  which 
made  it  possible  for  a  pretty  substantial 
“melon”  to  be  cut  by  the  receivers  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  loan. 

A  second  thing  I  think  we  ought  to 
remember  is  that  the  Wherry  projects 
received  practically  a  guaranty  of 
rental  clients.  Very  few  builders  of 
housing  projects  had  customers  provided 
for  them  in  the  same  way  the  builders 
of  these  housing  projects  adjacent  to 
military  installations  did. 

Since  the  projects  received  the  bene¬ 
fits  of  the  insured  loans  and  received 
the  benefits  of  the  rental  clients,  in  the 
military  personnel  who  were  provided  to 
rent  the  projects,  I  think  these  projects 
should  not  come  under  a  yardstick  of 
replacement  cost,  by  which  the  cost  to 
the  Government  should  be  measured  if 
the  Government  is  to  acquire  the  proj¬ 
ects.  In  many  instances  the  replace¬ 


ment  cost  today  at  a  military  installa¬ 
tion  would  be  a  cost  abnormally  high 
because  of  the  presence  of  the  military 
installation. 

Must  the  Government  provide  the 
money  to  build  the  housing  project,  pro¬ 
vide  the  rental  clients,  then  build  up  the 
military  installation  in  the  community 
until  there  is  an  abnormally  high  wage 
cost  and  construction  cost  in  the  area, 
and  then,  when  the  Government  is  to 
acquire  the  project,  pay  for  the  inflated 
costs  which  are  the  results  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  own  activity  or  its  benefi¬ 
cence?  I  am  one  Senator  who  thinks 
that  the  Government  should  not  be  re¬ 
quired  to  make  its  repayment  on  any 
such  basis. 

I  am  wholly  in  agreement  with  the 
Senator  from  Alabama,  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee,  and  the  Senator  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  in  saying  we  want  the  owners  of 
Wherry  housing  projects  to  be  treated 
fairly  and  we  want  the  properties  to  be 
acquired  expeditiously,  but  we  think  the 
fairness  rule  should  work  both  ways. 
The  settlement  should  be  fair  to  the 
Government  as  well  as  fair  to  the  spon¬ 
sor  or  owner  of  the  project. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 


POISONED  SEED  WHEAT 

Tfte  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  thertnll  (S.  686)  to  remove  wheat  for 
seeding  purposes  which  has  been  treated 
with  poisohpus  substances  from  the  un¬ 
fit  for  humah  consumption  category  for 
the  purposes  of  section  22  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Adjustifleht  Act  of  1933. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  /Mih  President,  do  I  cor¬ 
rectly  understand  tn\t  the  pending  busi¬ 
ness  before  tore  SenateMs  S.  666? 

The  PRESIDING  'OFFICER.  The 
pending  business  is  S.  666 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  there  is  a 
bill  on/the  calendar,  that  was'passed  by 
the  .House,  which  is  almost  identical  to 
thp'Senate  bill,  with  technical  changes, 
r.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 


The  bill  provides  that  wheat  for  seed 
purposes  which  has  been  treated  with 
poisonous  substances  or  otherwise  made 
unfit  for  human  consumption  shall  be 
classified  as  “wheat”  rather  than  "wheat* 
unfit  for  human  consumption”  for  the 
purpose  of  import  quotas  and  duties, 

Mr.  President,  so  far  we  have/had 
three  classifications  of  wheat  imports. 
This  bill  would  not  touch  any7  one  of 
those  3  classifications,  which /include  a 
quota  limitation  of  800,000  bushels, 
which  has  been  in  effect  sjiice  1941. 

There  is  another  classification  of 
wheat,  consisting  of  the/poorer  grades  of 
imported  wheat  deemed  to  be  unfit  for 
human  consumption;  and  used  largely 
for  feed  purposes/'  These  imports  last 
year  were  abouy6  million  bushels,  and 
they  have  reached  as  much  as  30  million 
bushels.  Thjs  bill  does  not  touch  that 
classification 

There  instill  another  classification  of 
wheat  under  the  Federal  Seed  Act.  This 
bill  doAs  not  change  that  classification. 

Recently  there  has  been  discovered  a 
loophole  in  our  import  laws  whereby  a 
foreign  country  can  treat  wheat  with 
oisonous  substances  for  the  prevention 
of  smut  and  other  diseases,  and  then 
label  it  “unfit  for  human  consumption.” 
By  doing  this,  they  are  able  to  get  by 
our  import  duties.  They  pay  only  a  5- 
percent  ad  valorem  duty  on  that  classi¬ 
fication  of  wheat.  Otherwise,  they  would 
have  to  pay  21  cents  a  bushel. 

There  are  only  about  2  million  bushels 
or  less  coming  into  the  United  States  un¬ 
der  this  classification.  That  is  a  small 
amount,  when  we  consider  that  we  shall 
probably  have  a  surplus  of  2  billion 
bushels,  and  the  Canadian  surplus  will 
probably  be  1  billion  bushels. 

The  main  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  seed  industry  of.  the  United 
States. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
bill  is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be 
no  amendment  to  be  proposed,  the  ques¬ 
tion  is  on  the  third  reading  and  passage 
of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 


fiat  Senate  bill  666  be  temporarily  laid 
aside  and  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the\  unanimous  consent  that  Senate  bill  666 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  2250,  II.  R.  Tje  indefinitely  postponed. 

11581-  „  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill  objection,  Senate  bill  666  is  indefinitely 
will  be  stated  by  title  for  the  information  postponed, 
of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 

11581)  to  remove  wheat  for  seeding  pur¬ 
poses  which  has  been  treated  with  poi¬ 
sonous  substances  from  the  unit  for 
human  consumption  category  for  the 
purposes  of  section  22  of  the  Agricultural 
Adjustment  Act  of  1933,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  the  bill 
is  nearly  identical  to  S.  666,  Calendar  No. 

1431,  except  that  there  has  been  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  committee  amendment  to 
S.  666  an  additional  technical  amend¬ 
ment  suggested  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture. 


Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous/  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of  my 
remarks,  excerpts  from  the  report  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Agriculture,  which 
I  believe  gives  an' excellent  explanation 
of  the  bill.  N. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpts 
from  the  House  report  Wo.  2317)  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  ti\e  Record,  as 
follows :  \ 

Purchase  of  Flour  and  Corneal  for 
Donation 
purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  permitNthe 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation,  when  \t 
deems  it  advisable,  to  purchase  flour  ana 
cornmeal  for  donation  purposes,  rather  than 
entering  into  a  contract  to  have  flour  and 
cornmeal  milled  from  grain  in  the  CCC  in¬ 
ventory.  It  also  authorizes  CCC  to  sell  an 
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equivalent  amount  of  wheat  and  corn  to 
offset  purchases  of  flour  and  cornmeal. 

\  NEED  FOR  THE  LEGISLATION 

The\need  for  the  legislation  is  described 
in  some;  detail  in  the  executive  communi¬ 
cation  ffvm  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  to -the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentative&\which  transmitted,  the  draft  of 
this  bill  and-,  recommended  its  enactment. 

The  Departiivent  of  Agriculture  estimates 
that  there  would  probably  be  a  saving  in 
cost  of  carrying  6ut  the  programs  involved 
as  the  result  of  the  enactment  of  this  bill. 

TRADE  AND  DEPARTMENTAL  APPROVAL 

Approval  of  the  grai'h,  trades  and  other  in¬ 
terested  parties  was  indicated  at  hearings 
held  on  this  bill  and  onvan  identical  bill, 
H.  R.  12555,  by  Mr.  Quie.  \  The  committee 
knows  of  no  opposition  to  thmbill.  Approval 
of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  following  executive  communi¬ 
cation  :  \ 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  May  lit,. 1958. 


Hon.  Sam  Rayburn,  \ 

Speaker,  House  of  Representatives 
Dear  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  attached  here¬ 
with  for  the  consideration  of  the  Congress\a 
draft  of  a  bill  to  authorize  the  Commodity,  authorize  CCC  to  purchase  flour  and  corn 
Credit  Corporation  to  purchase  wheat  flour  \  meal  from  millers  on  a  competitive  f.  o.  b. 

_ —  X-  «  ringin’  _ _ _  : J  V.n  nin  11*1-1  1  n  TT7m  1  1 


product,  but  must  include  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
porting  the  CCC  grain  from  the  multiplicity 
of  storage  locations  to  the  mill,  the  cost  of 
transporting  the  milled  product  from  the 
mill  to  destination  points  withih  all  of  the 
48  States,  the  east,  gulf,  west  coast,  and 
Great  Lakes  ports  in  such  a  manner  as  will 
best  utilize  in-transit  benefits,  and  the  de¬ 
termination  of  the  market  value  of  the  by¬ 
products  which  are  retained  by  the  miller. 
Considerable  man-hours  and  administrative 
costs  are  devoted  to  this  effort. 

The  requirement  that  flour  and  cornmeal 
made  available  under  the  donation  programs 
must  be  milled  from  CCC  stocks  of  grain 
places  millers  located  in  certain  areas  of  the 
United  States,  mot  contiguous  to  the  termi¬ 
nal  and  subterminal  areas  where  CCC  gen¬ 
erally  has  its  grain  stored,  at  a  competitive 
disadvantage  with  other  millers  because  of 
the  higher  freight  costs  involved.  In  their 
usual  commercial  transactions,  this  disad¬ 
vantage  tends  to  be  equalized  by  the  benefit 
of  the  lower  market  value  of  wheat  and  corn 
at  their  locations,  but  it  is  incapable  of  being 
realized  under  our  present  program,  which 
requires  that  the  grain  to  be  milled  must 
come  from  CCC  stocks. 

The  proposed  drafted  bill,  if  enacted,  would 


and  cornmeal  and  donate  the  same  to  desig¬ 
nated  domestic  and  foreign  outlets. 

Pursuant  to  authority  provided  in  section 
416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 
amended,  CCC  is  currently  making  wheat 
flour  and  cornmeal  processed  from  its  stocks 
of  wheat  and  corn  available  for  donation  in 
the  United  States  to  school-lunch  programs, 
needy  persons,  charitable  institutions,  and 
to  nonprofit  voluntary  agencies  for  assist¬ 
ance  to  needy  persons  outside  the  United 
States.  The  program  making  wheat  flour 
and  cornmeal  available  for  donation  under 
section  416  was  initiated  following  passage 
of  Public  Law  540,  4th  Congress  (sec.  212), 
which  authorized  CCC  to  pay  the  cost  of 
processing  its  commodities  into  a  form  suit¬ 
able  for  home  or  institutional  use. 

In  the  last  12  months,  November  1956 
through  October  1957,  an  average  of  approxi¬ 
mately  85  million  pounds  of  flour  and  34 
million  pounds  of  cornmeal  were  processed 
each  month.  During  this  period,  a  total  of 
780  contracts  were  entered  into  with  72  flour 
mills  located  in  28  States  and  35  cornmeal 
millers  located  in  17  States.  Distribution  of 
the  products  was  made  to  domestic  dona¬ 
tion  outlets  in  all  48  States,  Alaska,  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  and  to  nonprofit  volun¬ 
tary  welfare  agencies  at  east,  gulf,  west  coast, 
and  Great  Lakes  ports  for  export  to  needy 
persons  in  foreign  countries 

CCC  enters  into  foreign  contracts  wi 
commercial  millers  to  process  the  CCC 
and  corn  into  flour  and  cornmeal,  the 
retaining  the  byproducts,  under  a  conipeti 
tive-bidding  procedure.  CCC  ships/  wheat 
and  corn  from  storage  to  the  contractor  mills 
and  arranges  for  delivery  of  the/ processed 
flour  and  cornmeal  from  the  mills  to  the  re¬ 
cipient  agencies.  Contracts  awarded  to  mil¬ 
lers  by  CCC  are  made  on  the/basis  that  de¬ 
livery  of  the  flour  and  cornmeal  to  the 
delivery  point  specified  by  /he  consignee  will 
result  in  the  lowest  possible  cost  to  CCC. 

Our  experience  in  administering  the  dona¬ 
tion  program  for  wheat  flour  and  cornmeal 
on  the  present  basis  indicates  that  the 
changes  which  the  proposed  legislation 
would  make  possible  are  desirable. 

It  is  not  unughal  under  our  present  pro¬ 
gram  to  recelye  100  bids  in  response  to  a 
single  bid  solicitation.  It  is,  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  impracticable,  if  not  impossible,  to 
satisfactorily  determine  which  bids  will  re¬ 
sult  in  (he  lowest  cost  to  the  Government, 
because  of  the  many  intangible  factors  which 
must-be  considered  in  making  the  thousands 
of  comparative  costing  evaluations  which  are 
inyolved.  The  evaluation  of  bids  cannot  be 
limited  to  a  comparative  price  analysis  of  the 
/ost  of  milling  the  grain  into  the  finished 


\onsignee  delivery  point  basis.  This  woulc 
enable  millers  to  obtain  their  stocks  of  wheat 
aiN.  corn  through  their  usual  marketing 
channels,  which  should  assist  in  stabilizing 
domestic  prices  uf  wheat  and  corn  by  stimu¬ 
lating  movement  of  wheat  and  corn  from  the 
producer\into  usual  channels  of  trade.  It 
would,  further,  make  it  possible/ for  those 
millers  who\  are  not  now  in  a/ position  to 
compete  favorably  with  other  rmllers  because 
of  location  of  their  mill  in  relation  to  storage 
location  of  CCCVwheat  and  corn  to  obtain 
their  fair  share  of\this  business. 

It  is  not  possible,  to  accurately  assess  the 
direct  effect  the  proposed  bill  would  have  on 
CCC  holdings  of  whe&t  and  corn;  however, 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  quantities  of  wheat 
and  corn  purchased  by  millers  in  the  open 
market  to  meet  /he  flour  \nd  cornmeal  re¬ 
quirements  of/he  donation,  programs  wall, 
in  large  part/be  offset  by  a\compensating 
reduction  iy(  the  quantity  ofNthose  grains 

which  CCC/  takes  into  inventory.  under  the 

price-support  programs.  The  proposed  bill 
provide/  that  an  amount  of  wheat  and  corn 
equal  to  the  amount  processed  to  deliver  the 
flour/and  cornmeal  may  be  sold  to  commer¬ 
cial  millers  or  others  at  domestic  market 
pymes.  This  provision  will  enable  millers\to 
btain  wheat  or  corn  from  CCC  to  meet  the 
''requirements  of  this  program,  if  they  so'* 
desire.  The  provisions  will  be  made  a  re¬ 
quirement  of  specific  flour  and  cornmeal 
contracts  in  the  event  it  is  determined  by 
CCC  that  certain  stocks  of  wheat  or  corn  in 
inventory  should  be  disposed  of  under  this 
program  because  of  their  age,  location,  con¬ 
dition,  or  general  storage  characteristics. 

Enactment  of  the  proposed  bill  would 
make  possible  a  program  which  would  place 
all  flour  and  cornmeal  millers  on  a  more 
equal  competitive  basis  and  could  be  admin¬ 
istered  more  equitably  and  effectively.  The 
time  required  to  carry  out  this  program  would 
be  reduced,  and  savings  are  possible.  The 
exact  amount,  however,  is  very  difficult  to 
determine  since  the  program  is  closely  as¬ 
sociated  with  other  similar  416  programs. 

A  similar  draft  of  legislation  has  been 
submitted  to  the  President  of  the  Senate. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
there  is  no  objection  to  the  submission  of 
this  report  and  draft  of  the  proposed  bill 
attached  thereto. 

Sincerely  yours, 

E.  L.  Peterson,  Acting  Secretary. 

OTHER  PROCESSING 

The  committee  hopes  that,  in  addition  to 
the  objectives  it  seeks  in  this  legislation,  as 
presented  in  the  foregoing  executive  com¬ 
munication  (and  in  hearings  on  the  bill), 


enactment  of  the  bill  will  simplify 
facilitate  disposal  of  wheat  and  corn. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation  invent 
of  wheat  have  not  diminished  since  1 1 
actment  of  Public  Law  480  in  July  1934,  and 
inventories  of  corn  have  more  than/ tripled, 
despite  the  operations  of  the  past/2  years  of 
the  soil  bank  and  Public  Law  480/  Forecasts 
indicate  a  bumper  corn  crop  And  a  near 
record  wheat  crop  for  this  year  Cumulative 
storage  costs  continue  to  mount  on  these 
and  other  commodities,  at/approximately  $1 
million  a  day. 

The  committee  urges/the  Department  to 
reexamine  its  policies  /nd  procedures  to  as¬ 
certain  whether  incmased  exports  of  these 
abundant  commodities  may  not  be  achieved. 
A  full  study  of  the  practicability  of  process¬ 
ing  wheat  into  bulgar  wheat  and  corn  Into 
corn  sirup  or  ail  might  disclose  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  additional  disposal  abroad,  not  only 
under  title  All  but  under  other  programs, 
with  a  net  saving  to  CCC,  as  compared  to 
losses  fr</n  spoilage  and  cumulative  storage 
costs. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

file  the  bill  reported  herewith  does  not 
make  any  direct  amendment  of  existing  law, 
W  does  modify  the  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture’s  authority  with  respect  to  sections  407 
and  416  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  sec¬ 
tion  210  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1956,  and 
title  II  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Assistance  Act  off  1954.  The  rele¬ 
vant  portions  of  these  three  acts  are  set  out 
below  as  exhibits  A,  B,  and  C. 


Exhibit  A 

Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  Amended 

RESTRICTIONS  ON  SALES  BY  CCC 

Sec.  407.  The  Commodity  Credit  Corpora¬ 
tion  may  sell  any  farm  commodity  owned  or 
controlled  by  it  at  any  price  not  prohibited 
by  this  section.  In  determining  sales  policies 
for  basic  agricultural  commodities  or  storable 
nonbasic  commodities,  the  Corporation 
should  give  consideration  to  the  establishing 
of  such  policies  with  respect  to  prices,  terms, 
and  conditions  as  it  determines  will  not  dis¬ 
courage  or  deter  manufacturers,  processors, 
and  dealers  from  acquiring  and  carrying 
normal  inventories  of  the  commodity  of  the 
current  crop.  The  Corporation  shall  not 
sell  any  basic  agricultural  commodity  or 
storable  nonbasic  commodity  at  less  than  5 
percent  above  the  current  support  price  for 
such  commodity,  plus  reasonable  carrying 
charges.  The  foregoing  restrictions  shall  not 
apply  to  (A)  sales  for  new  or  byproduct  uses; 
(B)  sales  of  peanuts  and  oilseeds  for  the  ex¬ 
traction  of  oil;  (C)  sales  for  seed  or  feed  if 
Such  sales  will  not  substantially  impair  any 
price-support  program;  (D)  sales  of  com¬ 
modities  which  have  substantially  deterio¬ 
rated  in  quality  or  as  to  which  there  is  a 
danger,  of  loss  or  waste  through  deteriora¬ 
tion  or  spoilage;  (E)  sales  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  claims  arising  out  of  contract 
or  against-,  persons  who  have  committed 
fraud,  misrepresentation,  or  other  wrongful 
acts  with  respect  to  the  commodity;  (F)  sales 
for  export;  (G)\ sales  of  wool;  and  (H)  sales 
for  other  than  primary  uses.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  foregoing\the  Corporation,  on  such 
terms  and  conditions  as  the  Secretary  may 
deem  in  the  public  interest,  shall  make  avail¬ 
able  any  farm  commodity  or  product  thereof 
owned  or  controlled  by  it.  for  use  in  relieving 
distress  (1)  in  any  area  in.  the  United  States 
declared  by  the  President  to.  be  an  acute  dis¬ 
tress  area  because  of  unemployment  or  other 
economic  cause  if  the  President  finds  that 
such  use  will  not  displace  or  interfere  with 
normal  marketing  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities,  and  (2)  in  connection  with  any  major 
disaster  determined  by  the  PresidentXto  war¬ 
rant  assistance  by  the  Federal  Government 
under  Public  Law  875,  81st  Congress,  as 
amended  (42  U.  S.  C.  1855).  Except  on  a 
reimbursable  basis,  the  Corporation  shall  nc 
bear  any  costs  in  connection  with  making 
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AN  ACT 


72  Stat.  636. 


To  authorize  certain  construction  at  military  installations,  and  for  other 

purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  Home  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

TITLE  I 


Military 
Construction 
Aot  of  1958. 
Army.. 


Sec.  101.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop 
military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  for  the  following  projects: 


Inside  the  United  States 


TECHNICAL  SERVICES  FACILITIES 

(Ordnance  Corps) 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland :  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,697,000. 

Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan :  Administrative  facilities,  $5,666,000. 

Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama :  Administrative  facilities,  troop  hous¬ 
ing,  and  utilities,  $8,529,000. 

Rock  Island  Arsenal,  Illinois:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$570,000. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  research,  development  and  test  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $7,931,000. 

(Quartermaster  Corps) 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  troop 
housing,  $4,630,000. 

(Chemical  Corps) 

Army  Chemical  Center,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$2,051,000. 

|  Fort  Detrick,  Maryland:  Troop  housing,  $795,000. 

(Signal  Corps) 

Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona :  Maintenance  facilities,  research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,098,000. 


(Corps  of  Engineers) 

Army  Map  Service,  Maryland :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$1,913,000. 

(Transportation  Corps) 

Fort  Eustis,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $3,634,000. 

(Medical  Corps) 

Fitzsimons  Army  Hospital,  Colorado :  Troop  housing,  $862,000. 
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FIELD  FORCES  FACILITIES 

(First  Army  Area) 

Fort  Devens,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$171,000. 

Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey:  Troop  housing  and  utilities,  $3,749,000. 

(Second  Army  Area) 

Carlisle  Barracks,  Pennsylvania:  Hospital  facilities,  family  hous¬ 
ing,  and  real  estate,  $2,274,000. 

Fort  Knox,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $516,000. 

Fort  Meade,  Maryland:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$498,000. 

Fort  Ritchie,  Maryland :  Supply  facilities,  $43,000. 

(Third  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benning,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  main 
tenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  family  housing,  $3,454,000. 

Fort  Bragg,  North  Carolina:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $762,000. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  and  administrative  facilities, 
$847,000. 

Fort  McClellan,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  hospital  facilities,  $3,505,000. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  admin¬ 
istrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $2,406,000. 

(Fourth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $13,734,000. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $4,258,000. 

Fort  Sillj  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,227,000. 

(Fifth  Army  Area) 

Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Indiana:  Troop  housing,  and  family 
housing,  $783,000. 

Fort  Leavenworth,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
troop  housing,  $1,076,000. 

Fort  Riley,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $1,084,000. 

(Sixth  Army  Area) 

Camp  Desert  Rock,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$374,000. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  and 
maintenance  f acilities?  $1,085,000. 

Fort  Ord,  California:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  mainte¬ 
nance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $4,733,000. 

Yuma  Test  Station,  Arizona:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$173,000. 
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(Military  Academy) 

United  States  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  New  York:  Troop 
housing,  medical  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $5,844,000. 

(Armed  Forces  Special  Weapons) 

Various  locations :  Maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $273,000. 

(Tactical  Installations  Support  Facilities) 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  $6,311,000. 

Outside  Continental  United  States 
(Alaskan  Area) 

Fairbanks  Permafrost  Research  Area:  Real  estate,  $7,000. 

(Pacific  Command  Area) 

^Kawaihae  Harbor,  Hawaii:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$240,000. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii :  Troop  housing,  $593,000. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii:  Supply  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
family  housing,  and  community  facilities,  $2,925,000. 

Korea:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $904,000. 

(United  States  Army,  Europe) 

France:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  supply  facilities  and  utili¬ 
ties  and  ground  improvements,  $4,063,000. 

Sec.  102.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  402  hereof,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  classified  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities,  including  those  for  defense  missiles,  by  acquiring, 
constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or 
temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation, 
appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $173,- 
678,000. 

Sec.  103.  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  establish  or  develop  Army 
installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  writh  construction  made 

Yessary  by  changes  in  Army  missions,  new  weapons  developments, 

av  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im¬ 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests 
of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000 :  Provided ,  That 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of 
the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this 
section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

Sec.  104.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of 
the  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  and 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 


Classified 
installations 
and  facili¬ 
ties. 


Construction 
for  unfore¬ 
seen  require¬ 
ments. 


Report  to 

Congressional 
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family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  at  the  following 
locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pursuant  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and  Assistance  Act  of 
1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  commodity  transactions  of  the 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation: 

Various  locations,  France,  298  units. 

Vicenza,  Italy,  371  units. 

Army  Security  Agency,  location  13,  91  units. 

Gateway  Communications  Station,  174  units. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations : 


Inside  the  United  States 


r 


Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  316  units. 

Seneca  Ordnance  Depot,  New  York,  120  units. 

White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico,  200  units. 

Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  130  units. 

Fort  Lee,  Virginia,  435  units. 

Natick  R&E,  Massachusetts,  35  units. 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  618  units. 

Two  Rock  Ranch  Station,  California,  25  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  50  units. 

Beaumont  Army  Hospital,  Texas,  125  units. 

Fort  Totten,  New  York.  130  units. 

Fort  Campbell,  Kentucky,  837  units. 

Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois,  65  units. 

Fort  Rucker,  Alabama,  400  units. 

Fort  Stewart,  Georgia.  73  units. 

Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  410  units. 

Fort  Hood,  Texas,  500  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  349  units. 

Fort  Leonard  Wood,  Missouri,  700  units. 

Fort  Leavenworthj  Kansas,  200  units. 

Fort  Sheridan,  Illinois,  50  units. 

Forts  Baker  and  Barry,  California,  98  units. 

Oakland  Army  Terminal,  California,  88  units. 

Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  856  units. 

Branch  United  States  Disciplinary  Barracks,  California,  160  units. 
United  States  Military  Academy,  New  York,  156  units. 

Bossier  Base,  Louisiana,  200  units.  Vj 

Medina  Base,  Texas,  125  units. 

Sandia  Base,  New  Mexico,  213  units. 

Army  Air  Defense  Command  Stations,  466  units. 


Outside  the  United  States 


Canal  Zone,  330  units. 

Schofield  Barracks,  Hawaii,  385  units. 

Fort  Shafter,  Hawaii,  481  units :  Provided ,  however ,  That  no  family 
housing  units  shall  be  constructed  on  Fort  DeRussy. 

(c)  In  accordance  wfith  the  provisions  of  section  404  (a)  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  to  acquire  family  housing  at  the 
following  locations : 

Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Aberdeen,  Maryland,  796  units. 

Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  400  units. 

Fort  Sam  Houston,  Texas,  840  units. 

Fort  Sill,  Oklahoma,  500  units. 
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Sec.  105.  (a)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101  as  follows :  67  Stat.  440. 

Under  the  subheading  “technical  service  facilities  (Ordnance 
Corps)  ”,  with  respect  to  Pueblo  Ordnance  Depot,  Colorado,  strike  out 
“$563,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$600,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  209,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$44,407,000”  67  stat.  451. 
and  “$134,075,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$44,444,000”  and 
“$134,112,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  106.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty- fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United  States”  in  sec¬ 
tion  101,  as  follows :  69  Stat.  324. 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities 
(Ordnance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama, 
strike  out  “$2,865,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,180,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Signal 
Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  strike  out 
“$615,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$731,000”;  and  with  respect  to 
Vint  Hill  Farms  Station,  Virginia,  strike  out  “$695,000”  and  insert  in 

)ace  thereof  “$1,022,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Corps 
of  Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Granite  City  Engineer  Depot,  Illinois, 
strike  out  “$1,822,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,815,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Medical 
Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Walter  Reed  Army  Medical  Center,  District 
of  Columbia,  strike  out  “$4,472,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$6,714,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Second  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out 
“$923,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,264,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Fourth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Bliss,  Texas,  strike  out  “$4,645,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$4,965,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort  Sill, 

Oklahoma,  strike  out  “$3,053,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$3,454,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Sixth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Ord,  California,  strike  out  “$1,407,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,742,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Military 
Academy)”,  with  respect  to  the  United  States  Military  Academy, 

New  York,  strike  out  “$756,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
11,171,000”. 

*  (b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  67  stat.  451. 
“$237,320,000”  and  “$546,387,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$244,125,000”  and  “$553,192,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  107.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  70  stat.  991. 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section 
101,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Ord¬ 
nance  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  White  Sands  Proving  Ground,  New 
Mexico,  strike  out  “$693,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$735,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Chemi¬ 
cal  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Camp  Detrick,  Maryland,  strike  out 
“$913,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,074,000” ;  and  with  respect 
to  Dugway  Proving  Ground,  Utah,  strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert 
in  place  thereof  $1,044,000”. 
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(3)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Signal 
Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Huachuca,  Arizona,  strike  out  “$6,856,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$7,576,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Corps 
of  Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  strike  out 
“$492,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$940,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Trans¬ 
portation  Corps)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Eustis,  Virginia,  strike  out 
“$1,231,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,436,000”. 

(6)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (First  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Dix,  New  Jersey,  strike  out  “$54,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$68,000”. 

(7)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Second  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  George  G.  Meade,  Maryland,  strike  out 
“$5,885,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$7,695,000”. 

(8)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Third  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Benning,  Georgia,  strike  out  “$422,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$616,000”;  and  with  respect  to  Fort 
McClellan,  Alabama,  strike  out  “$397,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$527,000”. 

(9)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Fourth  Ariif 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Hood,  Texas,  strike  out  “$2,457,000”  aiitT 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$2,846,000”. 

(10)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Fifth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Riley,  Kansas,  strike  out  “$1,519,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,892,000”. 

(11)  Under  the  subheading  “field  forces  facilities  (Sixth  Army 
Area)”,  with  respect  to  Fort  Lewis,  Washington,  strike  out  “$3,022,- 
(XX)”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$3,596,000”;  and  with  respect  to 
Fort  Ord,  California,  strike  out  “$223,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$319,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  the  United  States”  in  section 
101,  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “  (Alaskan  Area)  ”,  with  respect  to  Wildwood 
Station  (Kenai),  strike  out  “$352,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$516,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
“$95,010,000”,  “$35,763,000”,  and  “$334,104,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$100,343,000”,  “$35,927,000”,  and  “$339,601,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  108.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amende^- 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  101  f 
follows : 


Under  the  subheading  “technical  services  facilities  (Corps  of 


Engineers)”,  with  respect  to  Cold  Regions  Laboratory,  Hanover,  New 
Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,496,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$3,787,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  in  clause  (1)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$115,624,000”  and 
“$293,103,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$116,915,000”  and 
“$294,394,000”. 

Sec.  109.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  authorized  and  directed, 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  finds  after  due  investigation  that 
such  action  would  be  inimical  to  the  national  security,  to  make  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Administration, 
or  his  designee,  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot,  Texas.  Upon  such 
property  being  made  available,  the  Administrator  or  his  designee  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  contracts  for  the 
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sale  of  such  property  in  lots  or  in  its  entirety  under  public  bid  pro¬ 
cedures  and  at  not  less  than  the  fair  market  value  and  to  convey  by 
quitclaim  deed,  all  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  United  States,  ex¬ 
cept  as  retained  in  this  Act,  in  and  to  such  property  to  any  legal 
person  or  group  except  Government  agencies  or  departments  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Administrator  or  his  designee  de¬ 
termines  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

(b)  Any  conveyance  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)  hereof  shall  include  the  following  conditions: 

(1)  All  mineral  rights,  including  gas  and  oil,  in  the  lands  to 
be  conveyed  shall  be  reserved  to  the  United  States  ; 

(2)  The  San  Jacinto  property  shall  be  offered  for  sale  within 
twenty-four  months  from  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act : 

(3)  Title  in  and  to  such  property  shall  remain  in  the  United 
States  until  full  payment  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  is  made. 

(c)  In  the  event  the  San  Jacinto  Ordnance  Depot  is  made  available 
to  the  General  Services  Administration  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of 
subsections  (a)  and  (b)  hereof,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  such  sums  as  are  necessary  not 
to  exceed  $40,000,000  to  establish  and  construct,  including  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  replacement  facilities  to  the  extent  required  at  Point- Aux-Pins, 
Alabama,  or  any  other  location  selected  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  to  modify  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  section  2662  of  title  10  of  the  United  States  Code  relative 
to  coming  into  agreement  with  {he  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of 
the  Senate  and  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  real 
estate  actions. 

TITLE  II 

Sec.  201.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  mili¬ 
tary  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting, 
rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  for 
the  following  projects: 

Inside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  May,  New  Jersey:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $141,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Charleston,  South  Carolina:  Drydock,  design, 
«lans  and  engineering  studies  preliminary  to  initiation  of  construc¬ 
tion,  $500,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  Long  Beach,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $6,000,000 :  Provided ,  however ,  That  no  more  than  $500,000 
of  this  sum-  shall  be  utilized  for  protective  works  until  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy  determines  in  his  judgment  that  sufficient  action  has  been 
taken  or  arrangements  made  to  arrest  further  subsidence  of  the 
shipyard. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $2,247,000. 

Naval  Shipyard,  San  Francisco,  California :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $766,000. 

FLEET  BASE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island:  Troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $1,709,000. 

Naval  Base,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$2,546,000. 


Conditions. 
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“AVIATION  FACILITIES 


(Naval  Air  Training  Stations) 


Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Kingsville,  Texas:  Troop  housing, 
$1,041,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Meridian,  Mississippi:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  medi¬ 
cal  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $14,940,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  real 
estate,  $4,679,000. 

(Fleet  Support  Air  Stations) 


Naval  Air  Station,  Alameda,  California :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $114,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Cecil  Field,  Florida:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$1,252,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Crows  Landing,  California :  Oper¬ 
ational  and  training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Fallon,  Nevada:  Operational  and^1 
training  facilities,  $80,000.  7^ 

Naval  Auxiliary  Landing  Field,  Fentress,  Virginia:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Naval  Seaplane  Facility,  Harvey  Point,  North  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities, 
troop  housing,  administrative  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  im¬ 
provements,  $11,215,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Jacksonville,  Florida :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $74,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements, 
$15,823,000. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Mayport,  Florida:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $9,892,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  North  Island,  San  Diego,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $7,000,000. 

Naval  Outlying  Field,  Whitehouse  Field,  Florida :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $142,000. 


(Marine  Corps  Air  Stations) 


Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Beaufort,  South  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities  and  real  estate,  $4,352,000. 

Marine  Corps  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Yuma,  Arizona :  Operational 
and  training  facilities  and  real  estate,  $8,946,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,067,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  New  River,  North  Carolina:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,003,000. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Facility,  Santa  Ana,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $2,158,000. 


(Special  Purpose  Air  Stations) 


Naval  Air  Facility,  Towers  Field,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp 
Springs,  Maryland :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing, 
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utilities,  and  operational  and  training  facilities  at  the  Naval  Air 
Station,  Patuxent  River,  Maryland,  $17,666,000. 

Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point  Mugu,  California:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  devel¬ 
opment  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  troop  housing 
(including  operational  and  training  facilities  and  troop  housing  oil 
San  Nicolas  Island;  and  maintenance  facilities,-  research,  develop¬ 
ment  and  test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities 
and  ground  improvements  at  Camp  Cooke),  $13,841,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Newport,  Rhode  Island :  Utilities,  $2,210,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Administrative  facil¬ 
ities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Supply  Center,  Oakland,  California :  Administrative  facili¬ 
ties,  $146,000. 

MARINE  CORPS  FACILITIES 

Marine  Corps  Supply  Center,  Barstow,  California:  Operational 
Yind  training  facilities,  $280,000. 

'  Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  Parris  Island,  South  Carolina :  Utili¬ 
ties,  $462,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$5,138,000. 

Marine  Corps  Schools,  Quantico,  Virginia :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $168,000. 

Marine  Corps  Recruit  Depot,  San  Diego,  California:  Utilities, 
$206,000. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Twentynine  Palms,  California:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $241,000. 

ORDNANCE  FACILITIES 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Bangor,  Washington :  Maintenance  fa¬ 
cilities,  $86,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Test  Station,  China  Lake,  California:  Supply 
facilities,  $129,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Concord,  California :  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  $2,517,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  Corona,  California:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $510,000. 

\  Naval  Proving  Ground,  Dahlgren,  Virginia:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  $44,000. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Hingham,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $694,000. 

Naval  Ordnance  Laboratory,  White  Oak,  Maryland:  Research,  de¬ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $601,000. 

SERVICE  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 

Naval  Academy,  Annapolis,  Maryland :  Troop  housingj  $14,200,000. 

Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $1,184,000. 

Naval  Receiving  Station,  District  of  Columbia:  Operational  facili¬ 
ties,  $650,000. 
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Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,368,000. 

Naval  War  College,  Newport,  Rhode  Island :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $273,000. 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College,  Norfolk,  Virginia:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $4,643,000. 

Naval  Training  Center,  San  Diego,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $4,199,000. 

MEDICAL  FACILITIES 

National  Naval  Medical  Center,  Bethesda,  Maryland:  Hospital  and 
medical  facilities,  $8,503,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Radio  Station,  Washington  County,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $38,654,000. 

OFFICE  OF  NAVAL  RESEARCH  FACILITIES 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  District  of  Columbia:  Research,  de^ 
velopment,  and  test  facilities,  $192,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

SHIPYARD  FACILITIES 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $159,000. 


AVIATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Air  Station,  Agana,  Mariana  Islands :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,414,000. 

Naval  Station,  Bermuda,  British  West  Indies:  Operational  and 
training  facilities^  $683,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Ford  Island,  Territory  of  Hawaii:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $1,271,000. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Naha,  Okinawa:  Supply  facilities,  $165,000. 

Naval  Station,  Roosevelt  Roads,  Puerto  Rico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $3,824,000. 

SUPPLY  FACILITIES  ( 

Naval  Supply  Depot,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands:  Supply  facilities, 
$3,060,000. 

COMMUNICATION  FACILITIES 

Naval  Communication  Unit  Number  Three,  Asmara,  Eritrea:  Op¬ 
erational  and  training  facilities,  $1,180,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Londonderry,  North  Ireland:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $219,000. 

Naval  Radio  Facility,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $519,000. 

YARDS  AND  DOCKS  FACILITIES 

Public  Works  Center,  Guantanamo  Bay,  Cuba:  Utilities,  $890,000. 
classified  in-  Sec.  202.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  classi- 
stallations  fied  naval  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con- 
and  facilities. 
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verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances, 
utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total  amount  of  $75,301,000. 

Sec.  203.  The  Secretary  of  the  Navy  may  establish  or  develop  naval  Construction 
installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construction  made  for  unfore¬ 
necessary  by  changes  in  Navy  missions,  new  weapons  developments,  seen  requlre- 
new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  requirements,  or  im-  meirts* 
proved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines 
that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion  in  the  next  military 
construction  authorization  Act  would  be  inconsistent  with  interests 
of  national  security,  and  in  connection  therewith  to  acquire,  construct, 
convert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works, 
including  land  acquisition,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities, 
and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of  $17,500,000 :  Provided,  That  Report  to 
the  Secretary  of  the  Navy,  or  his  designee,  shall  notify  the  Com-  Congressional 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa-  oonmittees. 
tives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement,  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work  undertaken  under  this  sec¬ 
tion,  including  those  real  estate  actions  pertaining  thereto. 

\  Seo.  204.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of  Family  housing, 
lie  Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119,  1125),  as  amended,  and  5  use  171  a-1. 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise, 
family  housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  fa¬ 
cilities  at  the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies 
acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  De¬ 
velopment  and  Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454)  or  through  other  7  use  1691  note, 
commodity  transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Naval  Magazine,  Cartagena,  Spain,  46  units,  and  community 
facilities. 

Naval  Magazine,  El  Ferrol,  Spain,  45  units,  and  community  fa¬ 
cilities. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Port  Lyautey,  Morocco,  330  units. 

Naval  Air  Facility,  Sigonella,  Italy,  122  units,  and  community 
facilities. 

(b)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  12  use  1748a- 
the  Navy  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as  1748g,  42  use 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations :  1594-I594f . 

Inside  the  United  States 

)Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine,  277  units. 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Lejeune,  North  Carolina,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Cape  Hatteras,  North  Carolina,  27  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Centerville,  California,  24  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry  Point,  North  Carolina,  849 
units. 

Naval  Facility,  Coos  Head,  Oregon,  24  units. 

Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  425  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Lemoore,  California,  800  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Nantucket,  Massachusetts,  19  units. 

Naval  Submarine  Base,  New  London,  Connecticut,  500  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Pacific  Beach,  Washington,  30  units. 

Naval  Facility,  Point  Sur,  California,  24  units. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington,  550  units. 

Naval  Ordnance  Missile  Test  Facility,  White  Sands  Proving 
Grounds,  New  Mexico,  51  units. 
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66  Stat.  625. 
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69  Stat.  333. 


69  Stat.  335. 


Naval  Base,  San  Diego,  California,  1,000  units,  to  be  constructed  on 
land,  including  the  following  tracts  which  are  hereby  authorized  and 
directed  to  be  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the  Navy  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  of  General  Services  without  reimbursement:  GSA  H-Cal 
546B ;  and  GSA  H-Cal  587. 

Outside  of  the  United  States 

Naval  Air  Station,  Barber's  Point,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii, 
1,140  units. 

Fleet  Marine  Force,  Pacific,  Headquarters,  Camp  H.  M.  Smith, 
Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  168  units. 

Naval  Station,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  220  units. 

Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Kaneohe  Bay,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Ha¬ 
waii,  650  units. 

Naval  Ammunition  Depot,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  80  units. 

Naval  Station,  Pearl  Harbor,  Oahu,  Territory  of  Hawaii,  650 
units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404  (a)  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Seo^ 
retary  of  the  Navy  is  authorized  to  acquire  family  housing  at  tn^ 
following  locations : 

Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  1,562  units. 

Marine  Corps  Training  Center,  Twentynine  Palms,  California,  493 
units. 

Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Whiting  Field,  Florida,  96  units. 

Naval  Powder  Factory,  Indian  Head,  Maryland,  385  units. 

Naval  Station,  Green  Cove  Springs,  Florida,  392  units. 

Squantum  Gardens,  Massachusetts,  150  units. 

Sec.  205.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United 
States”  in  section  201  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”,  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Hospital,  Norfolk,  Virginia  Area,  strike  out  “$12,815,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$13,979,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-second  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
“$139,143,000”  and  “$266,927,000”,  and  inserting  respectively  in  place 
thereof  “$140,307,000”,  and  “$268,091,000”. 

Sec.  206.  (a)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  by  striking  out  in  section  202,  “$70,656,000”,  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$72,785,000”.  ^ 

(b)  Public  Law  534,  Eighty-third  Congress,  as  amended,  is  amends^ 
by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$70,656,000”, 
and  “$210,704,000”  and  inserting  respectively  in  place  thereof 
“$72,785,000”,  and  “$212,833,000”.  _ 

Sec.  207.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended  under  the  heading  “Continental  United  States”  in 
section  201  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “marine  corps  facilities”,  with  respect 
to  the  Marine  Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton,  California,  strike  out 
“$648,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$778,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “ordnance  facilities”,  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Underwater  Ordnance  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island, 
strike  out  “$370,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$411,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  under  the  heading  “Outside  Continental  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows : 
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Under  subheading  “aviation  facilities”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Agana,  Guam,  Mariana  Islands,  by  striking  out  “$6  525  - 
000"  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,063,000”  and  with  respect  to  the 
Naval  Station,  Argentia,  Newfoundland,  by  striking  out  “$8,589,800” 
and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$9,089,800". 

(c)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$308,463,600  ,  $108,365,300’ ,  and  “$575,592,300”  and  inserting  re¬ 
spectively  in  place  thereof  “$.308,634,600",  “$111,403,300”,  and  “$578,- 
801,300  . 


Sec.  208.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as 
amended,  is  amended  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States” 
in  section  201,  as  follows : 

(1)  Under  the  subheading  “fleet  base  facilities”,  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Station,  Newport,  Rhode  Island,  strike  out  “$11,6i2,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,601,000”. 

(2)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Naval  Air  Train¬ 
ing  Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  Chase 
Field,  Texas,  strike  out  “$2,247,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,569,000”;  and  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station, 
Meridian,  Mississippi,  strike  out  “$8,231,000”  and  insert  in  place 
^hereof  “$9,141,000”. 

(3)  Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Marine  Corps  Air 
Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  Cherry 
Point,  North  Carolina,  strike -out  “$170,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$273,000”. 

(4)  Under  the  subheading  “service  school  facilities”,  with  respect 
to  the  Fleet  Air  Defense  Training  Center,  Dam  Neck,  Virginia,  strike 
out  “$237,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$300,000”,  and  with  respect 
to  the  Naval  Training  Center,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out 
“$8,413,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$10,613,000”. 

(5)  Under  the  subheading  “medical  facilities”,  with  respect  to 
the  Naval  Hospital,  Great  Lakes,  Illinois,  strike  out  “$12,730,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$14,754,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  section  203  “$85,939,000”  and  inserting 
in  place  thereof  “$86,711,000”. 

(c)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (2)  of  section  402  the  amounts 
“$303,453,000”,  “$85,939,000”,  and  “$451,393,000”  and  inserting  respec¬ 
tively  in  place  thereof  “$312,004,000”,  “$86,711,000”,  and  “$460,- 
716,000”. 


v  Sec.  209.  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended 
lnder  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  201  as 
follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “aviation  facilities  (Special  Purpose  Air 
Stations)”,  with  respect  to  the  Naval  Air  Missile  Test  Center,  Point 
Mugu,  California,  insert  before  “$7,669,000”  the  words  “and  land 
acquisition,”. 


TITLE  III 


70  Stat.  1002. 


70  Stat.  994. 


70  Stat.  1000. 

70  Stat.  1015. 


71  Stat.  538. 


Sec.  301.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop  Air  Force, 
military  installations  and  facilities  by  acquiring,  constructing,  con¬ 
verting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing  permanent  or  temporary  public 
works,  including  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equip¬ 
ment,  for  the  following  projects: 
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Inside  the  United  States 

AIR  DEFENSE  COMMAND 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minnesota:  Maintenance  facil¬ 
ities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,649,000. 

Ethan  Allen  Air  Force  Base,  Winooski,  Vermont:  Troop  housing, 
$990,000. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Montana:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $10,659,000. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota:  Main¬ 
tenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  facilities,  troop  housing, 
community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,176,000. 

Iv.  I.  Sawyer  Municipal  Airport,  Marquette,  Michigan:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
hospital  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $10,673,000. 

Kingsley  Field,  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon:  Community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $229,000. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Sault  Sainte  Marie,  Michigan :  Openy*" 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities 
hospital  facilities,  and  utilities,  $9,948,000. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Tacoma,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $935,000. 

Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,721,000. 

Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities, 
$3,689,000. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  Camarillo,  California:  Medical  facilities, 

$122,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City,  Missouri:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
administrative  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $2,799,000. 

Self  ridge  Air  Force  Base,  Mount  Clemens,  Michigan:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and 
ground  improvements,  $3,579,000. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  Westhampton  Beach,  New  York: 
Maintenance  facilities,  $86,000. 

Truax  Field,  Madison,  Wisconsin:  Troop  housing,  and  ground 
improvements,  $795,000. 

Tyndall  Air  Force  Base,  Panama  City,  Florida:  Operational  anc^»' 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,992,000. 

Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Oscoda,  Michigan:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $8,696,000. 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Mobile,  Alabama :  Maintenance  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $975,000. 

Grifiiss  Air  Force  Base,  Rome,  New  York:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $1,177,000. 

Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah:  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,746,000. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Utilities,  $157,000. 

Marietta  Air  Force  Station,  Marietta,  Pennsylvania:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  $94,000. 
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McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  med¬ 
ical  facilities,  and  troop  housing,  $1,560,000. 

Memphis  General  Depot,  Memphis,  Tennessee :  Administrative  fa¬ 
cilities,  $1,464,000. 

Norton  Air  Force  Base,  San  Bernardino,  California:  Supply  fa¬ 
cilities,  $658,000. 

Olmsted  Air  Force  Base,  Middletown,  Pennsylvania:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  medical  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $6,169,000. 

Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Macon,  Georgia  :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,362,000. 

Tinker  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  $5,196,000. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  medical  facilities,  $11,037,000. 

AIR  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  COMMAND 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  Muroc,  California:  Research,  develop¬ 
ment,  and  test  facilities,  and  utilities,  $981,000. 

Eglin  Air  Force  Base,  Valparaiso,  Florida:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  research,  development,  and  test 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $10,109,000. 

Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  Alamogordo,  New  Mexico:  Maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$1,650,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico :  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  and  utilities,  $481,000. 

Laurence  G.  Hanscom  Field,  Bedford,  Massachusetts:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $165,000. 

Patrick  Air  Force  Base,  Cocoa,  Florida:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community 
facilities,  $2,884,000. 

SCHOOL  OF  AVIATION  MEDICINE 

School  of  Aviation  Medicine,  Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio, 

(Texas:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  research,  development,  and 
test  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  ad¬ 
ministrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities, 
and  ground  improvements,  $12,000,000. 

AIR  TRAINING  COMMAND 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Amarillo,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities,  $979,000. 

Bergstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Austin,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and 
real  estate,  $1,584,000. 

Clianute  Air  Force  Base,  Rantoul,  Illinois:  Troop  housing, 
$640,000. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Selma,  Alabama:  Troop  housing,  $400,000. 
Greenville  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  Mississippi :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $208,000. 
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James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas:  Troop  housing, 
$750,000. 

Luke  Air  Force  Base,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Maintenance  facilities, 
and  utilities?  $441,000. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  Sacramento,  California :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,213,000. 

McConnell  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita,  Kansas :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $2,119,000. 

Moody  Air  Force  Base,  Valdosta,  Georgia:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  troop  housing  and  utilities,  $5,432,000. 

Nellis  Air  Force  Base,  Las  Vegas,  Nevada:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$358,000. 

Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas:  Maintenance  facilities, 
$319,000. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $245,000. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Wichita  Falls,  Texas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,051,000. 

Stead  Air  Force  Base,  Reno,  Nevada:  Supply  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $571,000. 

Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Enid,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training' 
facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,770,000. 

Webb  Air  Force  Base,  Big  Spring,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $3,081,000. 

Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Chandler,  Arizona:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  maintenance  facilities,  $1,361,000. 


CONTINENTAL  AIR  COMMAND 

Brooks  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas:  Troop  housing, 
$1,805,000. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Wilmington,  Ohio:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and 
administrative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $11,589,000. 

Dobbins  Air  Force  Base,  Marietta,  Georgia:  Utilities,  $172,000. 


HEADQUARTERS  COMMAND 


Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  admin-^| 
istrative  facilities,  and  utilities,  $18,937,000.  t 


MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  Greenville,  South  Carolina :  Maintenance 
facilities,  $78,000. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Dover,  Delaware:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,874,000. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  Wrightstown,  New  Jersey:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $3,901,000. 

Scott  Air  Force  Base,  Belleville,  Illinois:  Troop  housing,  $423,000. 
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STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 


Altus  Air  Force  Base,  Altus,  Oklahoma:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,051,000. 

Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport,  Louisiana  :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $4,280,000. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  hospital 
facilities,  administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities 
$7,868,000. 

Biggs  Air  Force  Base,  El  Paso,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities,  $5,080,000. 

Blytheville  Air  Force  Base,  Blytheville,  Arkansas:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,654,000. 

Brunswick  Naval  Air  Station,  Brunswick,  Maine:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  adminis¬ 
trative  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$11,417,000. 


) 


Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Peru,  Indiana:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  utilities, 
$7,996,000. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Fort  Worth,  Texas :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $2,257,000. 

Castle  Air  Force  Base,  Merced,  California:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  troop  housing,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $4,183,000. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Clinton,  Oklahoma :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,734,000. 

Columbus  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Mississippi :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,939,000. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Tucson,  Arizona:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities, 
and  real  estate,  $4,174,000. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Bangor,  Maine:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  and 
utilities,  $2,404,000. 

Dyess  Air  Force  Base,  Abilene,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,346,000. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  Rapid  City,  South  Dakota:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  community  facilities, 
and  utilities,  $2,931,000. 

Fairchild  Air  Force  Base,  Spokane,  Washington:  Operational  and 
\  training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,094,000. 

'  Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Topeka,  Kansas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 


$2,703,000. 

Homestead  Air  Force  Base,  Homestead,  Florida :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $1,489,000. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Savannah,  Georgia :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $4,493,000. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Lake  Charles,  Louisiana:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $3,401,000. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Moses  LaKe,  Washington:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  util¬ 
ities,  $3,795,000. 

Laughlin  Air  Force  Base,  Del  Rio,  Texas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  community  facilities,  $897,- 


000. 
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Lincoln  Air  Force  Base,  Lincoln,  Nebraska :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$4,250,000. 

Little  Rock  Air  Force  Base,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,463,000. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Ohio:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $11,716,000. 

Loring  Air  Force  Base,  Limestone,  Maine:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,774,000. 

MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $3,577,000. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  utilities,  $1,832,000. 

March  Air  Force  Base,  Riverside,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate, 
$3,344,000. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Orlando,  Florida:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,137,000. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain  Home,  Idaho:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  community^ 
facilities,  $1,039,000.  ™ 

Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebraska:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  real  estate,  $3,265,000. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $940,000. 

Plattsburgh  Air  Force  Base,  Plattsburgh,  New  York:  Supply 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $208,000. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Ivansasville,  Wisconsin:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities, 
hospital  facilities,  troop  housing,  and  community  facilities, 
$15,552,000. 

Schilling  Air  Force  Base,  Salina,  Kansas:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,352,000. 

Travis  Air  Force  Base,  Fairfield,  California:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $2,997,000. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  Roswell,  New  Mexico:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$8,431,000. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Chicopee  Falls,  Massachusetts:  Troop 
housing,  $945,000. 

Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster,  Missouri:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate^ 
$5,185,000.  ^ 


TACTICAL  AIR  COMMAND 


George  Air  Force  Base,  Victorville,  California:  Maintenance 
facilities,  $536,000. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Hampton,  Virginia:  Maintenance  facili¬ 
ties,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $1,371,000. 

Myrtle  Beach  Air  Force  Base,  Myrtle  Beach,  South  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  troop 
housing,  and  community  facilities,  $1,650,000. 

Sewart  Air  Force  Base,  Smyrna,  Tennessee:  Troop  housing, 
$591,000. 

Seymour-Johnson  Air  Force  Base,  Goldsboro,  North  Carolina: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing, 
and  utilities,  $4,707,000. 
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Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  Sumter,  South  Carolina:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  maintenace  facilities,  $1,339,000. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Albany,  Georgia:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  utilities,  and  real  estate,  $5,474,000. 

special  facilities 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $563,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities,  and  real 
estate,  $169,833,000. 

Outside  the  United  States 

AIR  MATERIEL  COMMAND 

.  Various  locations:  Supply  facilities,  and  utilities,  $696,000. 

ALASKAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Eielson  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$380,000. 

Elmendorf  Air  Force  Base:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$710,000. 

King  Salmon  Airport :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $340,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
troop  housing,  community  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  and  real  estate,  $24,986,000. 

CARIBBEAN  AIR  COMMAND 

Howard  Air  Force  Base,  Canal  Zone:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $1,540,000. 

MILITARY  AIR  TRANSPORT  SERVICE 

Various  locations:  Maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  com¬ 
munity  facilities,  and  utilities,  $5,347,000. 

)  PACIFIC  AIR  FORCES 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Honolulu,  Hawaii :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $144,000. 

Midway  Island :  Supply  facilities,  $839,000. 

Various  locations :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and 
utilities,  $15,688,000. 

STRATEGIC  AIR  COMMAND 

Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam :  Operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,508,000. 

Ramey  Air  Force  Base,  Puerto  Rico :  Operational  and  training  fa¬ 
cilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $643,000. 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  family  housing,  troop  housing,  community 
facilities,  and  utilities,  $21,431,000. 
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UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCES  IN  EUROPE 


Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$19,952,000. 

AIRCRAFT  CONTROL  AND  WARNING  SYSTEM 

Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  maintenance 
facilities,  supply  facilities,  medical  facilities,  administrative  facilities, 
family  housing,  troop  housing,  community  facilities,  and  utilities, 
$29,135,000. 

SPECIAL  FACILITIES 


Classified  in¬ 
stallations  and 
facilities. 


Construction 
for  unforeseen 
requirements . 


Report  to 

Congressional 

committees. 


Family  housing. 
5  USC  1712-1. 


7  USC  1691  note. 


Various  locations:  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $315,000. 

Sec.  302.  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Section  402  hereof,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop  classified  military  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  for  ballistic,  strategic,  and  defense  missiles 
by  acquiring,  constructing,  converting,  rehabilitating,  or  installing 
permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site 
preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment  in  the  total g 
amount  of  $269,100,000.  ^ 

Sec.  303.  The  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  may  establish  or  develop 
Air  Force  installations  and  facilities  by  proceeding  with  construc¬ 
tion  made  necessary  by  changes  in  Air  Force  missions,  new  weapons 
developments,  new  and  unforeseen  research  and  development  re¬ 
quirements,  or  improved  production  schedules,  if  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  deferral  of  such  construction  for  inclusion 
in  the  next  military  construction  authorization  Act  would  be  incon¬ 
sistent  with  interests  of  national  security,  and  in  connection  there¬ 
with  to  acquire,  construct,  cojivert,  rehabilitate,  or  install  permanent 
or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisition,  site  prepara¬ 
tion,  appurtenances,  utilities,  and  equipment,  in  the  total  amount  of 
$17,500,000:  Provided ,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  or  his 
designee,  shall  notify  the  Committees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  House  of  Representatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final 
decision  to  implement,  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  any  public  work 
undertaken  under  this  section,  including  those  real  estate  actions  per¬ 
taining  thereto. 

Sec.  304.  (a)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  407  of  the 
Actof  September  1, 1954  (68  Stat.  1119, 1125),  as  amended,  and  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  section  513  of  this  Act,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  is  authorized  to  construct,  or  acquire  by  lease  or  otherwise,  family  A 
housing  for  occupancy  as  public  quarters  and  community  facilities  atl 
the  following  locations  by  utilizing  foreign  currencies  acquired  pur¬ 
suant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Trade  Development  and 
Assistance  Act  of  1954  (68  Stat.  454),  or  through  other  commodity 
transactions  of  the  Commodity  Credit  Corporation : 

Lajes  Field,  Azores,  306  units. 

Kindley  Air  Force  Base,  Bermuda,  300  units. 

Laon,  F ranee,  102  units. 

Keflavik  Airport,  Iceland,  300  units. 

Benguerir  Airport,  Morocco,  248  units. 

Sidi  Slimane  Air  Base,  Morocco,  295  units. 

Clark  Air  Force  Base,  Philippines,  900  units. 

Kadena  Air  Base,  Okinawa,  200  units. 

Madrid-Torrejon  area,  Spain,  460  units. 

Moron-San  Pablo  area,  Spain,  40  units. 

Various  locations,  Spain,  120  units,  and  community  facilities. 
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Zaragoza  Air  Base,  Spain,  176  units. 

Alconbury  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  50  units. 

Bentwaters  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  190  units. 
Bruntingthorpe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  93  units. 

Brize  Norton  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  215  units. 
Chelveston  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  79  units. 

Cliicksands  Priory  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  83  units. 
Fairford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  177  units. 

High  Wycombe  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  110  units. 
Lakenheath-Mildenhall  Area,  United  Kingdom,  55  units,  and  com¬ 
munity  facilities. 

Stansted-Mountfitchet  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  22  units. 
Upper  Heyford  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  259  units. 
Wethersfield  RAF  Station,  United  Kingdom,  416  units. 

(ib)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  title  IV  of  the  Housing 
Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  646),  as  amended,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Air  Force  is  authorized  to  construct  family  housing  for  occupancy  as 
public  quarters  at  the  following  locations : 

Inside  the  United  States 

)  Camp  Adair  Air  Force  Station,  Oregon,  150  units. 

Amarillo  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Beale  Air  Force  Base,  California,  970  units. 

Bunker  Hill  Air  Force  Base,  Indiana,  250  units. 

Chanute  Air  Force  Base,  Illinois,  450  units. 

Clinton  County  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  536  units. 

Clinton-Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  50  units. 

Custer  Air  Force  Station,  Michigan,  169  units. 

Donaldson  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  275  units. 

Cooke  Air  Force  Base,  California,  525  units. 

Dover  Air  Force  Base,  Delaware,  500  units. 

Dow  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  530  units. 

Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Minnesota,  365  units. 

Edwards  Air  Force  Base,  California,  778  units. 

Ellsworth  Air  Force  Base,  South  Dakota,  220  units. 

Forbes  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas,  414  units. 

Fort  Lee  Air  Force  Station,  Virginia,  154  units. 

Geiger  Field,  Washington,  168  units. 

Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  460  units. 

Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  744  units. 

Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  270  units. 

\  Hamilton  Air  Force  Base,  California,  550  units. 

'  Holloman  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  400  units. 

James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  366  units. 

Keesler  Air  Force  Base,  Mississippi,  290  units. 

Kinross  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  475  units. 

K.  I.  Sawyer  Airport,  Michigan,  595  units. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  490  units. 

Lake  Charles  Air  Force  Base,  Louisiana,  300  units. 

Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Virginia,  500  units. 

Larson  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  200  units. 

Lockbourne  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  400  units. 

Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Montana,  150  units. 

Mather  Air  Force  Base,  California,  220  units. 

McChord  Air  Force  Base,  Washington,  1,000  units. 

McClellan  Air  Force  Base,  California,  540  units. 

McCoy  Air  Force  Base,  Florida,  668  units. 

McGuire  Air  Force  Base,  New  Jersey,  1,450  units. 
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Minot  Air  Force  Base,  North  Dakota,  932  units. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Idaho,  270  units. 
Nellis  x\ir  Force  Base,  Nevada,  200  units. 

Niagara  Falls  Municipal  Airport,  New  York,  290  units. 
Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Nebraska,  616  units. 

Oxnard  Air  Force  Base,  California,  315  units. 

Pease  Air  Force  Base,  New  Hampshire,  483  units. 
Presque  Isle  Air  Force  Base,  Maine,  114  units. 

Richard  Bong  Air  Force  Base,  Wisconsin,  900  units. 
Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  610  units. 
Robins  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  150  units. 

Self  ridge  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  580  units. 
Sheppard  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  500  units. 

Sioux  City  Municipal  Airport,  Iowa,  235  units. 

Stewart  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  300  units. 

Suffolk  County  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  220  units. 
Syracuse  Air  Force  Station,  New  York,  216  units. 
Topsham  Air  Force  Station,  Maine,  177  units. 

Truax  Field,  Wisconsin,  280  units. 

Turner  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  200  units. 

United  States  Air  Force  Academy,  Colorado,  300  units. 
Vance  Air  Force  Base,  Oklahoma,  230  units. 

Westover  Air  Force  Base,  Massachusetts,  310  units. 
Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Missouri,  154  units. 
Williams  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  150  units. 
Wurtsmith  Air  Force  Base,  Michigan,  618  units. 


OUTSIDE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


Family  housing. 
42  USC  1594a. 


69  Stat.  338. 


69  Stat.  340. 


Andersen  Air  Force  Base,  Guam,  1,050  units. 

Hickam  Air  Force  Base,  Hawaii,  600  units. 

(c)  In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  404  (a)  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955  (69  Stat.  652),  as  amended,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force  is  authorized  to  acquire  family  housing  at  the 
following  locations : 

Brookley  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  175  units. 

Carswell  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  600  units. 

Craig  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  225  units. 

Davis-Monthan  Air  Force  Base,  Arizona,  550  units. 

Francis  E.  Warren  Air  Force  Base,  Wyoming,  500  units. 

Hunter  Air  Force  Base,  Georgia,  500  units. 

Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  592  units.  | 

Lowry  Air  F orce  Base,  Colorado,  480  units.  " 

March  Air  Force  Base,  California,  644  units. 

Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  Alabama,  250  units. 

Mitchel  Air  Force  Base,  New  York,  628  units. 

Randolph  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  612  units. 

Reese  Air  Force  Base,  Texas,  418  units. 

Shaw  Air  Force  Base,  South  Carolina,  400  units. 

Walker  Air  Force  Base,  New  Mexico,  800  units. 

Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Ohio,  2,000  units. 

Sec.  305.  (a)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Continental  United  States”  in 
section  301  as  follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command”,  with  respect  to  Otis 
Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massachusetts,  strike  out  “$6,076,000”,  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$6,522,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  material  command”,  with  respect  to 
Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  Dayton,  Ohio,  strike  out  “$14,508,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$15,800,000”. 
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(b)  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is  69  stat.  350. 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts 
“$824,300,000”  and  “$1,363,189,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$826,038,000”  and  “$1,364,927,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  306.  (a)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended, 
is  amended,  under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section 
301,  as  follows:  70  stat.  1002. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Duluth  Municipal  Airport,  Duluth,  Minne¬ 

sota,  strike  out  “$1,469,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,636,- 
OOO”.  . 

(2)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  strike  out  “$11,577,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$13,341,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”,  with  respect  to  Hill 
Air  Force  Base,  Ogden,  Utah,  strike  out  “$1,339,000”  and  insert  in 
place  thereof  “$1,661,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with  respect  to 
James  Connally  Air  Force  Base,  Waco,  Texas,  strike  out  “$4,687,000” 
and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$5,301,000”. 

A  Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command”  with  respect  to 
Malmstrom  Air  Force  Base,  Great  Falls,  Montana,  strike  out,  “$1,586,- 
000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,726,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  968,  Eighty-fourth  Congress,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  402  the  amounts  70  stat.  1015. 
“$811,342,000”  and  “$1,447,950,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof 
“$814,349,000”  and  “$1,450,957,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  307.  (a)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended, 
under  the  heading  “Inside  the  United  States”  in  section  301,  as  71  stat.  543. 
follows : 

Under  the  subheading  “air  defense  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Glasgow  Air  Force  Base,  Glasgow,  Mon¬ 
tana,  strike  out  “$2,048,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$2,390,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Grandview  Air  Force  Base,  Kansas  City, 

Missouri,  strike  out  “$1,100,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,348,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  Force  Base,  Minot,  North 
Dakota,  strike  out  “$6,804,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$8,507,000”. 

(4)  with  respect  to  Otis  Air  Force  Base,  Falmouth,  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  strike  out  “$559,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 

\  “$615,000”. 

'  Under  the  subheading  “air  materiel  command”,  with  respect  to 
Kelly  Air  Force  Base,  San  Antonio,  Texas,  strike  out  “$899,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,128,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “air  training  command”,  with  respect  to 
Perrin  Air  Force  Base,  Sherman,  Texas,  strike  out  “$460,000”  and 
insert  in  place  thereof  “$637 ,000”. 

Under  the  subheading  “strategic  air  command” — 

(1)  with  respect  to  Barksdale  Air  Force  Base,  Shreveport, 

Louisiana,  strike  out  “$3,344,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$3,633,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Beale  Air  Force  Base,  Marysville,  Cali¬ 
fornia,  strike  out  “$7,458,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$9  087  000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  MacDill  Air  Force  Base,  Tampa,  Florida, 
strike  out  “$936,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,268,000”. 
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(4)  with  respect  to  Portsmouth  Air  Force  Base,  Portsmouth, 
New  Hampshire,  strike  out  “$2,344,000”  and  insert  in  place 
thereof  “$2,947,000”. 

(5)  with  respect  to  Whiteman  Air  Force  Base,  Knob  Noster, 
Missouri,  strike  out  “$235,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$306,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-241,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by 
striking  out  in  clause  (3)  of  section  502  the  amounts  “$394,076,000” 
and  “$601,781,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  “$399,755,000”  and 
“$607,460,000”,  respectively. 

Sec.  308.  (a)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is 
amended,  under  the  heading  “alert  and  dispersal  of  strategic  air 
command  forces”  in  section  1,  as  follows : 

(1)  with  respect  to  Grand  Forks  Air  Force  Base,  Grand  Forks, 
North  Dakota,  strike  out  “$895,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$1,892,000”. 

(2)  with  respect  to  Minot  Air  F orce  Base,  Minot,  North  Dakota, 
strike  out  “$867,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$1,479,000”. 

(3)  with  respect  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  Mountain 

Home,  Idaho,  strike  out  “$4,380,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof 
“$5,479,000”.  '  f 

(4)  with  respect  to  Offutt  Air  Force  Base,  Omaha,  Nebrask;^ 
strike  out  “$690,000”  and  insert  in  place  thereof  “$969,000”. 

(b)  Public  Law  85-325,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  in  section  3  the  amount  “$549,670,000”  and  inserting  in  place 
thereof  “$552,657,000”. 

Sec.  309.  Section  9  of  the  Air  Force  Academy  Act,  as  amended  (68 
Stat.  49),  is  further  amended  by  striking  out  in  the  first  sentence  the 
figure  “$135,425,000”  and  inserting  in  place  thereof  the  figure 
“$139,797,000”. 

Sec.  310.  The  last  paragraph  under  the  heading  “research  and 
development  command”  in  title  III  of  Public  Law  161,  Eighty-fourth 
Congress  (69  Stat.  342),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Various  Locations:  Research,  development,  and  operational  facili¬ 
ties  ( including  not  more  than  $357,000  for  an  off-base  roadway  approxi¬ 
mately  ten  miles  in  length  in  the  vicinity  of  the  north  boundary  of  Cape 
Canaveral — an  auxiliary  to  Patrick  Air  Force  Base)  $20,000,000.” 

The  amendment  made  by  this  section  is  effective  from  March  1, 1956. 

TITLE  IV 

Sec.  401.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  installa^-s 
tions  and  facilities  required  for  advanced  research  projects  and  in  eoifl 
nection  therewith  may  acquire,  construct,  convert,  rehabilitate,  or 
install  permanent  or  temporary  public  works,  including  land  acquisi¬ 
tion,  site  preparation,  appurtenances,  utilities  and  equipment,  in  the 
total  amount  of  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  402.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  shall,  prior  to  the 
utilization  of  the  funds  authorized  by  Sections  102  and  302  of  this  Act 
for  establishing  or  developing  classified  military  installations  and  fa¬ 
cilities  for  defense  missiles  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  and  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Air  Force,  respectively,  determine  with  respect  to  each 
defended  area,  which  missile  or  combination  of  missiles  will  be  em¬ 
ployed  in  that  area.  In  making  such  determination,  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  shall  have  the  authority  to  transfer  such  funds  as  may  be 
made  available  pursuant  to  the  authorizations  contained  in  such  sec¬ 
tions  for  such  installations  and  facilities,  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
or  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  as  the  case  may  be,  to  enable  such 
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Secretaries  to  utilize  the  authority  contained  in  such  sections  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  such  determinations. 

Sec.  403.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  report  in  detail  semi¬ 
annually  to  the  President  of  the  Senate  and  to  the  Speaker  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  the  exercise  of  the  authority 
granted  by  this  title. 

TITLE  V 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec.  501.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretary  of  each  mili¬ 
tary  department  may  proceed  to  establish  or  develop  installations  and 
facilities  under  this  Act  without  regard  to  sections  3648  and  3734  of 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (31  U.  S.  C.  529, 40  U.  S.  C.  259, 267) , 
and  sections  4774  (d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code. 
The  authority  to  place  permanent  or  temporary  improvements  on 
land  includes  authority  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  plan¬ 
ning,  and  supervision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may 
be  exercised  before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  oJf 
the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended  (40  U.  S.  C.  255),  and  even  though 

)he  land  is  held  temporarily.  The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or 
and  includes  authority  to  make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and 
interests  in  land  (including  temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  ex¬ 
change  of  Government-owned  land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  502.  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  such  sums  as  may 
he  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  but  appropriations,  for 
public  works  projects  authorized  by  titles  I,  II,  III,  and  IV  shall  not 
exceed — 

(1)  for  title  I :  Inside  the  United  States,  $109,556,000;  outside 
the  United  States,  $8,732,000;  section  102,  $173,678,000;  section 
103,  $17,500,000 ;  or  a  total  of  $309,466,000. 

(2)  for  title  II :  Inside  the  United  States,  $216,809,000 ;  outside 
the  United  States,  $16,384,000;  section  202,  $75,301,000;  section 
203,  $17,500,000 ;  or  a  total  of  $325,994,000. 

(3)  for  title  III :  Inside  the  United  States,  $542,161,000 ;  outside 
the  United  States,  $123,654,000;  section  302,  $269,100,000;  section 
303,  $17,500,000 ;  or  a  total  of  $952,415,000. 

(4)  for  title  IV :  $50,000,000. 

Sec.  503.  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III  of  this 
Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  concerned,  be  increased 
by  5  per  centum  for  projects  inside  the  United  States  and  by  10  per 
centum  for  projects  outside  the  United  States.  However,  the  total 
"tost  of  all  projects  in  each  such  title  may  not  be  more  than  the  total 
.{mount  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  projects  in  that  title. 

Sec.  504.  Any  outstanding  authority  heretofore  provided  by  the 
Act  of  September  1,  1954  (68  Stat.  1119),  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955 
(69  Stat.  324),  and  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991),  for  the 
provision  of  family  housing  shall  be  available  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  at  any  installations  for  which  appropriated  fund 
family  housing  is  authorized  to  be  constructed  under  titles  I  and  III 
of  this  Act. 

Sec.  505.  Whenever — 

(1)  the  President  determines  that  compliance  with  section  2313 
(b)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  for  contracts  made  under  this 
Act  for  the  establishment  or  development  of  military  installa¬ 
tions  and  facilities  in  foreign  countries  would  interfere  with  the 
carrying  out  of  this  Act ;  and 

(2)  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Comptroller  General  have 
agreed  upon  alternative  methods  of  adequately  auditing  those 
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contracts;  the  President  may  exempt  those  contracts  from  the 
requirements  of  that  section. 

Sec.  506.  Contracts  for  construction  made  by  the  United  States  for 
performance  within  the  United  States,  its  territories  and  possessions, 
under  this  Act  shall  be  executed  under  the  jurisdiction  and  supervision 
of  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  Department  of  the  Army  or  the  Bureau  of 
Yards  and  Docks,  Department  of  the  Navy,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  determines  that  because  such  jurisdiction  and  supervision  is 
wholly  impracticable  such  contracts  should  be  executed  under  the 
jurisdiction  and  supervision  of  another  Department  or  Government 
agency,  and  shall  be  awarded,  insofar  as  practicable,  on  a  competitive 
basis  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder,  if  the  national  security  will  not 
be  impaired  and  the  award  is  consistent  with  chapter  137  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  and  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955  (69 
Stat.  547,  551).  The  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Secretaries  of  the 
military  departments  shall  report  semiannually  to  the  President  of 
the  Senate  and  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  with 
respect  to  all  contracts  awarded  on  other  than  a  competitive  basis  to 
the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

Sec.  507.  As  of  July  1,  1959,  all  authorization  for  military  publi^ 
works  to  be  accomplished  by  the  Secretary  of  a  military  department 
in  connection  with  the  establishment  or  development  of  militar^ 
installations  and  facilities,  and  all  authorizations  for  appropriations 
therefor,  that  are  contained  in  Acts  approved  before  August  4,  1956, 
and  not  superseded  or  otherwise  modified  by  a  later  authorization  are 
repealed,  except — 

(1)  authorizations  for  public  works  and  for  appropriations 
therefor  that  are  set  forth  in  those  Acts  in  the  titles  that  contain 
the  general  provisions ; 

(2)  the  authorization  for  public  works  projects  as  to  which  ap¬ 
propriated  funds  have  been  obligated  for  construction  contracts 
or  land  acquisitions  in  whole  or  in  part  before  July  1,  1959,  and 
authorizations  for  appropriations  therefor; 

(3)  the  authorization  for  the  rental  guaranty  for  family  hous¬ 
ing  in  the  amount  of  $100,000,000  that  is  contained  in  section  302 
of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606,  622)  ; 

(4)  the  authorizations  for  public  works  and  the  appropriation 
of  funds  that  are  contained  in  sections  2231-2238  of  title  10, 
United  States  Code,  as  amended  (50  U.  S.  C.  882,  883,  885,  886) ; 

831.  (5)  the  authorization  for  the  development  of  the  Line  of  Com¬ 

munications,  F ranee,  in  the  amount  of  $30,000,000  that  is  contained 
in  title  I,  section  102,  of  the  Act  of  July  14,  1952  (66  Stat.  606^. 

609) ;  1 

(6)  the  authorization  for  development  of  classified  facilities  in 
the  amount  of  $6,439,000  that  is  contained  in  title  I,  section  102, 
of  the  Act  of  September  28, 1951  (65  Stat.  336,  343)  ; 

(7)  the  authorization  for  public  works  and  for  the  appropria¬ 
tion  of  funds  that  are  contained  in  the  Act  of  April  1,  1954  (68 
Stat.  47 ) ,  as  amended ;  and 

(8)  notwithstanding  the  provision  of  section  506  of  the  Act  of 
August  30,  1957  (71  Stat.  531,  558),  the  authorization  for: 

(a)  jet  engine  test  cells  in  the  amount  of  $1,850,000  at 
the  Naval  Air  Station,  Norfolk,  Virginia,  that  is  contained 
in  title  II,  section  201  under  the  heading  “Continental 
United  States”  and  subheading  “aviation  facilities”  of  the 
Act  of  August  7,  1953  (67  Stat.  440,  442),  as  amended; 

(b)  ammunition  storage  facilities  in  the  amount  of 
$225,000  at  the  Naval  Auxiliary  Air  Station,  El  Centro, 
California;  navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of  $590,000  at 
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the  Marine  Corps  Air  Station,  El  Toro,  California;  research 
and  development  facilities  in  the  amount  of  $1,804,000  at  the 
Naval  Air  Turbine  Test  Station,  Trenton,  New  Jersey;  and 
navigational  aids  in  the  amount  of  $400,000  at  the  Naval 
Air  Station,  Whidbey  Island,  Washington :  that  are  con¬ 
tained  in  title  II,  section  201,  under  the  heading  “Conti¬ 
nental  United  States’'  and  subheading  “aviation  facili¬ 
ties’’  of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat.  535,  540),  as 
amended ; 

(c)  the  development  of  aviation  ordnance  facilities  in  the 
amount  of  $2,638,000  that  is  contained  in  title  II,  section  202, 
of  the  Act  of  July  27,  1954  (68  Stat,  535,  543),  as  amended. 

Sec.  508.  Section  408  (b)  of  the  Act  of  June  17,  1950  (64  Stat, 
236,  245) ,  is  hereby  repealed. 

Sec.  509.  Section  515  of  the  Act  of  July  15,  1955  (69  Stat,  324, 
352),  as  amended,  is  further  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  515.  During  fiscal  years  1958  through  and  including  1961, 
the  Secretaries  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively,  are 
authorized  to  lease  housing  facilities  at  or  near  military  tactical  in¬ 
stallations  for  assignment  as  public  quarters  to  military  personnel 
land  their  dependents,  if  any,  without  rental  charge  upon  a  determina¬ 
tion  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  his  designee,  that  there  is  a  lack 
of  adequate  housing  facilities  at  or  near  such  military  tactical  instal¬ 
lations.  Such  housing  facilities  shall  be  leased  on  a  family  or  indi¬ 
vidual  unit  basis  and  not  more  than  five  thousand  of  such  units  may 
be  so  leased  at  any  one  time.  Expenditures  for  the  rental  of  such 
housing  facilities  may  be  made  out  of  appropriations  available  for 
maintenance  and  operation  but  may  not  exceed  $150  a  month  for  any 
such  unit.” 

Sec.  510.  Section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 

1015) ,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“Sec.  406.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  a  military  department  may  acquire 
any  interest  in  land  that — 

“(1)  he  or  his  designee  determines  is  needed  in  the  interest  of 
national  defense ;  and 

“(2)  does  not  cost  more  than  $25,000  (exclusive  of  administra¬ 
tive  costs  and  the  amounts  of  any  deficiency  judgments). 

This  section  does  not  authorize  the  acquisition,  as  part  of  the  same 
project,  of  two  or  more  contiguous  parcels  of  land  that  together  cost 
more  than  $25,000.” 

Sec.  511.  Section  408  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956  (70  Stat.  991, 

1016) ,  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsection  at  the  end 

that  a  project  is  urgently  required  shall  be 
necessary  for  projects,  the  cost  of  which  is  not  in  excess  of  $5,000.” 

Sec.  512.  Subsection  (a)  of  section  406  of  the  Act  of  August  30, 
1957  (71  Stat.  531,  556),  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  any  other  law,  and  effective 
July  1,  1958,  no  family  housing  units  shall  be  contracted  for  or  ac¬ 
quired  at  or  in  support  of  military  installations  or  activities  unless 
the  actual  number  of  units  involved  has  been  specifically  authorized 
by  an  annual  military  construction  authorization  Act  except  (1)  hous¬ 
ing  units  acquired  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  404  of  the 
Housing  Amendments  of  1955;  (2)  housing  units  leased,  utilizing 
available  operation  and  maintenance  appropriations,  for  terms  of  one 
year,  whether  renewable  or  not,  or  for  terms  of  not  more  than  five 
years  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  417  of  the  Act  of  August 
3, 1956  (70  Stat.  991, 1018). 
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Sec.  513.  (a)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  family  housing  contained  in  subsections  104  (a),  204  (a),  and 
304  (a)  of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units  of  family  housing  con¬ 
tracted  for  during  fiscal  year  1959  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained 
in  such  subsections  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  four  thousand  units. 
The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units 
to  be  constructed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity  with 
the  provisions  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  Notwithstanding  the  authorizations  for  the  construction  of 
family  housing  contained  in  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b),  and  304  (b) 
of  this  Act,  the  total  number  of  units  of  family  housing  contracted  for 
during  fiscal  year  1959  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  such 
subsections  shall  not  exceed  a  total  of  thirty  thousand  units.  The 
Secretary  of  Defense  shall  determine  the  total  number  of  units  to  be 
constructed  by  each  of  the  military  services  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection.  The  Secretaries  of  the  three  military 
departments,  or  the  designee  of  each,  shall  promptly  notify  the  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives 
of  any  determination  made  hereunder  as  it  affects  each  such 
department. 

(c)  To  the  extent  that  any  of  the  authorizations  contained  in  sub-1 
sections  104  (b),  204  (b),  and  304  (b)  of  this  Act  to  construct  housing' 
at  locations  specified  therein  are  not  utilized,  such  authorizations  may 
be  exercised  to  construct  housing  at  other  locations,  except  that  (1) 
the  total  number  of  housing  units  to  be  constructed  under  the  authority 
of  this  subsection  by  any  service  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of 
the  total  number  of  units  authorized  to  be  constructed  by  that  service 
under  subsections  104  (b),  204  (b),  or  304  (b),  as  the  case  may  be,  and 
(2)  the  total  number  of  units  constructed  by  the  three  services  pur¬ 
suant  to  this  authority  shall  not,  when  added  to  the  total  number  of 
units  constructed  pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  subsections 
104  (b),  204  (b),  and  304  (b),  exceed  the  total  number  of  units  author¬ 
ized  to  be  contracted  for  by  subsection  (b)  hereof. 

(d)  Section  404  (c)  of  the  Housing  Amendments  of  1955,  as 
amended,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“(c)  (1)  Condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  August  1,  1888  (25  Stat.  357 ;  40  U.  S.  C.  257),  as  amended,  or 
any  other  applicable  Federal  statute.  Before  any  such  condemnation 
proceedings  are  instituted,  an  effort  shall  be  made  to  acquire  the  prop¬ 
erty  involved  by  negotiation.  In  any  such  condemnation  proceedings, 
and  in  the  interests  of  expedition,  the  issue  of  just  compensation  may 
be  determined  by  a  commission  of  three  qualified,  disinterested  persona 
to  be  appointed  by  the  court.  Any  commission  appointed  hereunder 
shall  give  full  consideration  to  all  elements  of  value  in  accordance 
with  existing  law,  and  shall  have  the  powers  of  a  master  provided  in 
subdivision  (c)  of  rule  53  of  the  Federal  Rules  of  Civil  Procedure 
and  proceedings  before  it  shall  be  governed  by  the  provisions  of  para¬ 
graphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  subdivision  (d)  of  such  rule.  Its  action  and 
report  shall  be  determined  by  a  majority  and  its  findings  and  report 
shall  have  the  effect,  and  be  dealt  with  by  the  court  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  prescribed  in  paragraph  (2)  of  subdivision  (e)  of 
such  rule.  Trial  of  all  issues,  other  than  just  compensation,  shall  be 
by  the  court. 

“(2)  In  any  condemnation  proceedings  instituted  pursuant  to  this 
section,  the  court  shall  not  order  the  party  in  possession  to  surrender 
possession  in  advance  of  final  judgment  unless  a  declaration  of  taking 
has  been  filed,  and  a  deposit  of  the  amount  estimated  to  be  just  com¬ 
pensation  has  been  made,  under  the  first  section  of  the  Act  of  February 
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26, 1031  (46  Stat.  1421),  providing  for  such  declarations.  Unless  title 
is  in  dispute,  the  court,  upon  application,  shall  promptly  pay  to  the 
owner  at  least  75  per  centum  of  the  amount  so  deposited,  but  such  pay¬ 
ment  shall  be  made  without  prejudice  to  any  party  to  the  proceeding. 
In  the  event  that  condemnation  proceedings  are  instituted  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  procedures  under  such  Act  of  February  26,  1931,  the  court 
shall  order  that  the  amount  deposited  shall  be  paid  in  a  lump  sum  or 
over  a  period  not  exceeding  five  years  in  accordance  with  stipulations 
executed  by  the  parties  in  the  proceedings.  In  connection  with  con¬ 
demnation  proceedings  which  do  not  utilize  the  procedures  under  such 
Act,  the  Secretary  or  his  designee,  after  final  judgment  of  the  court, 
may  pay  or  agree  to  pay  in  a  lump  sum  or,  in  accordance  with  stipula¬ 
tions  executed  by  the  parties  to  the  proceedings,  over  a  period  not 
exceeding  five  years  the  difference  between  the  outstanding  principal 
obligation,  plus  accrued  interest,  and  the  price  for  the  property  fixed 
by  the  court.  Unless  such  payment  is  made  in  a  lump  sum,  the  unpaid 
balance  thereof  shall  bear  interest  at  the  rate  of  4  per  centum  per 
annum.” 

Sec.  514.  None  of  the  authority  contained  in  titles  I,  II,  and  III 
pf  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to  authorize  any  building  construction 
project  within  the  continental  United  States  at  a  unit  cost  in  excess 
of — 

( 1 )  $32  per  square  foot  for  cold-storage  warehousing ; 

(2)  $6  per  square  foot  for  regular  warehousing; 

(3)  $1,850  per  man  for  permanent  barracks; 

(4)  $8,500  per  man  for  bachelor  officer  quarters; 

unless  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determines  that,  because  of  special 
circumstances,  application  to  such  project  of  the  limitations  on  unit 
costs  contained  in  this  section  is  impracticable. 

Sec.  515.  Titles  I,  II,  III,  IV,  and  V  of  this  Act  may  be  cited  as 
the  “Military  Construction  Act  of  1958”. 

Sec.  516.  Section  407  (e)  of  Public  Law  85-241,  approved  August 
30,  1957,  is  amended  by  striking  out  “July  1,  1960”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “July  1, 1961”. 

TITLE  VI 

RESERVE  FORCES  FACILITIES 

Sec.  601.  Title  10,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  as  follows: 

(1)  That  part  of  section  2233  (a)  that  precedes  clause  (1)  thereof 
is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

V§  2233.  Acquisition 

“(a)  Subject  to  sections  2233a,  2234,  2235,  2236,  and  2238  of  this 
title  and  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
may — ”. 

(2)  Section  2233  is  amended  by  adding  the  following  new  subsec¬ 
tions  at  the  end  thereof : 

“(e)  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  procure  advance  planning, con¬ 
struction  design,  and  architectural  services  in  connection  with 
facilities  to  be  established  or  developed  under  this  chapter  which  are 
not  otherwise  authorized  by  law. 

“(f)  Facilities  authorized  by  subsection  (a)  shall  not  be  considered 
‘military  public  works’  under  the  provisions  of  the  military  construc¬ 
tion  authorization  acts  that  repeal  prior  authorizations  for  military 
public  works.” 


40  USC  258a. 


Cost  limita¬ 
tion. 


Short  title. 

Rental  housing. 
71  Stat.  557. 

42  USC  1594 j. 
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Exceptions. 


64  Stat.  830. 
50  USC  882. 

10  USC  2231. 


50  USC  882. 


70A  Stat.  121- 
123. 


Navy. 


(3)  The  following  new  section  is  inserted  after  section  2233 : 

“§  2233a.  Limitation 

“No  expenditure  or  contribution  that  is  more  than  $50,000  may  be 
made  under  section  2233  of  this  title  for  any  facility  that  has  not  been 
authorized  by  a  law  authorizing  appropriations  for  specific  facilities 
for  reserve  forces.  This  requirement  does  not  apply  to  the  following : 

“(a)  Facilities  acquired  by  lease. 

“(b)  Facilities  acquired,  constructed,  expanded,  rehabilitated,  con¬ 
verted,  or  equipped  to  restore  or  replace  facilities  damaged  or  de¬ 
stroyed,  where  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  have 
been  notified  of  that  action.” 

(4)  The  analysis  of  chapter  133  is  amended  by  inserting  the  follow¬ 
ing  new  item : 

“2233a.  Limitation.” 

Sec.  602.  (a)  Section  3  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of 
1950,  as  amended  by  paragraph  (a)  of  the  Act  of  August  9,  1955, 
chapter  662  (69  Stat.  593),  and  by  section  2  of  the  Act  of  August  29, 
1957,  Public  Law  85-215  (71  Stat.  489),  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  words  “in  an  amount  not  to  exceed  $580,000,000  over  a  period  of  j 
the  next  eight  fiscal  years  commencing  with  fiscal  year  1951,”. 

(b)  Section  3  (a)  of  the  National  Defense  Facilities  Act  of  1950, 
as  amended  by  section  414  of  the  Act  of  August  3,  1956,  chapter  939 
(70  Stat.  1018),  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  words  “and  without 
regard  to  the  monetary  limitation  otherwise  imposed  by  this  section”. 

Sec.  603.  Subject  to  chapter  133  of  title  10,  United  States  Code,  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  the  following  facilities 
for  reserve  forces : 

(1)  For  Department  of  the  Navy : 


NAVAL  RESERVE  (AVIATION) 

Naval  Air  Station  (Dobbins  Air  Force  Base),  Atlanta,  Georgia: 
Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Dallas,  Texas:  Supply  facilities  and  utilities, 
$259,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Denver,  Colorado:  Maintenance  facilities,  util¬ 
ities,  and  land  acquisition,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Glenview’,  Illinois:  Navigational  aids  and  utili¬ 
ties,  $179,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Grosse  lie,  Michigan  :  Airfield  lighting,  $147,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Los  Alamitos,  California:  Operational  andi 
training  facilities,  liquid  fueling  and  dispensing  facilities,  airfield 
lighting,  and  land  acquisition,  $1,992,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New’  Orleans  (Alvin  Callender  Field),  Louisi¬ 
ana  :  Administrative  facilities,  community  facilities,  navigational 
aids,  operational  facilities,  supply  facilities,  maintenance  facilities, 
and  land  acquisition,  $2,447,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  New’  York,  New  York:  Airfield  lighting, 
$130,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Niagara  Falls,  New  York:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  and  utilities,  $652,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Olathe,  Kansas :  Operational  and  training  facili¬ 
ties,  $570,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  South  Weymouth,  Massachusetts:  Utilities 
$407,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania :  Utilities,  $99,000. 
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NAVAL  RESERVE  (SURFACE) 

Alameda,  California:  Waterfront  operational  facilities,  $128,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Bloomington,  Indiana:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $95,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Boston,  Massa¬ 
chusetts  :  Training  facilities,  $108,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Centralia,  Washington:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $81,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Chillicothe,  Ohio:  Training 
facilities,  $100,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Danville,  Kentucky:  Training 
facilities,  $84,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Dunkirk,  New  York:  Training  fa¬ 
cilities,  $79,000. 

Fort  Schuyler,  New  York:  Waterfront  operational  facilities, 

$120,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Hayward,  California :  Training 
facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $99,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Honolulu,  Ha¬ 
waii  :  Training  facilities,  $515,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Iowa  City,  Iowa:  Training 
facilities,  $97,000. 

Master  Control  Radio  Station,  New  Orleans,  Louisiana :  Communi¬ 
cations,  $210,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Olympia  (Tumwater),  Wash¬ 
ington  :  Training  facilities,  $47,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  California:  Training 
facilities,  $132,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Port  Chicago,  California: 
Training  facilities,  $94,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  San  Jose,  Cali¬ 
fornia:  Land  acquisition,  $78,000. 

Saint  Petersburg,  Florida:  Waterfront  operational  facilities, 
$26,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Steubenville, 
Ohio:  Land  acquisition,  $18,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Training  Center,  White  Oak  (Lewiston) ,  Maryland : 
Training  facilities,  $557,000. 

Naval  Reserve  Electronics  Facility,  Yakima,  Washington:  Train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $48,000. 

\  MARINE  CORPS  RESERVE  (GROUND) 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Lynchburg,  Virginia: 
Training  facilities  and  land  acquisition,  $388,000. 

Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Memphis,  Tennessee: 
Training  facilities,  $453,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Moline,  Illinois: 
Training  facilities,  $152,000. 

Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserve  Training  Center,  Pasadena,  Cali¬ 
fornia  :  Training  facilities,  $163,000. 

(2)  For  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Camp  Springs,  Maryland :  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $129,000. 
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Bakalar  Air  Force  Base,  Columbus,  Indiana :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  and  land  acqui¬ 
sition,  $3,174,000. 

Bates  Field,  Mobile,  Alabama:  Maintenance  facility,  $97,000. 

Bradley  Field,  Windsor  Locks,  Connecticut:  Maintenance  facility 
and  utilities  and  ground  improvements,  $160,000. 

Davis  Field,  Muskogee,  Oklahoma:  Maintenance  facility,  and  sup¬ 
ply  facility,  $325,000. 

General  Mitchell  Field,  Milwaukee,  Wisconsin:  Maintenance 
facility,  and  operational  and  training  facilities,  $173,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $180,000. 

Richards-Gebaur  Air  Force  Base,  Belton,  Missouri:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $101,000. 

Naval  Air  Station  (Alvin  Callender  Field),  Orleans  Parish, 
Louisiana  :  Operational  and  training  facilities,  $622,000. 

Naval  Air  Station,  Willow  Grove,  Pennsylvania :  Maintenance 
facility,  $93,000. 

AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  OF  THE  UNITED  8TATE8  ^ 

Alpena  County  Airport,  Alpena,  Michigan :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  and  hospital  and  medical  facilities,  $171,000. 

Barnes  Field,  Westfield,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  $740,000. 

Bethel  Air  National  Guard  Base,  Bethel,  Minnesota  :  Site  improve¬ 
ments,  $500,000. 

Birmingham  Municipal  Airport,  Birmingham,  Alabama:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Byrd  Field,  Richmond,  Virginia  :  Supply  facilities,  $50,000. 

Camp  Williams,  Camp  Douglas,  Wisconsin :  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $579,000. 

Capital  Airport,  Springfield,  Illinois:  Supply  facilities,  $78,000. 

Des  Moines  Municipal  Airport,  Des  Moines,  Iowa :  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $53,000. 

Geiger  Field,  Spokane,  Washington :  Operational  and  training  facil¬ 
ities,  maintenance  facilities,  supply  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground 
improvements,  $1,308,000. 

Grenier  Air  Force  Base,  Manchester,  New  Hampshire:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $170,000. 

Gulfport  Municipal  Airport,  Gulfport,  Mississippi :  Supply  facili¬ 
ties,  $362,000.  g 

Hayward  Municipal  Airport,  Hayward,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $113,000. 

Hensley  Field,  Grand  Prairie,  Texas:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $1,862,000. 

Hubbard  Field,  Reno,  Nevada :  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
and  supply  facilities,  $159,000. 

Kellogg  Field,  Battle  Creek,  Michigan:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  maintenance  facilities,  and  utilities  and  ground  improve¬ 
ments,  $1,136,000. 

Kirtland  Air  Force  Base,  Albuquerque,  New  Mexico:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $570,000. 

Martinsburg  Municipal  Airport,  Martinsburg,  West  Virginia: 
Operational  and  training  facilities,  $123,000. 

O'Hare  International  Airport,  Chicago,  Illinois:  Operational  and 
training  facilities,  $1,099,000. 

Ontario  International  Airport,  Ontario,  California:  Operational 
and  training  facilities,  $127,000. 
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Portland  Municipal  Airport,  Portland,  Oregon:  Supply  facilities 
and  maintenance  facilities,  $233,000. 

Rosecrans  Field,  Saint  Joseph,  Missouri:  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  supply  facilities,  $123,000. 

San  Juan  International  Airport,  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico:  Supply 
facilities,  $70,000. 

Sky  Harbor  Airport,  Phoenix,  Arizona:  Operational  and  train¬ 
ing  facilities,  $655,000. 

Standiford  Field,  Louisville,  Kentucky :  Operational  and  training 
facilities,  and  administrative  facilities,  $715,000. 

Theodore  F.  Green  Airport,  Providence,  Rhode  Island:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $213,000. 

Travis  Field,  Savannah,  Georgia:  Housing,  supply  facilities  and 
utilities,  $317,000. 

Various  locations:  Runway  arrestor  barriers,  $300,000. 

(3)  For  Department  of  the  Army : 

ARMY  RESERVE 

Batavia,  New  York :  Training  facilities?  $171,000. 

Beckley,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Beloit,  Wisconsin :  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Canandaigua,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $171,000. 

Canton,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $40,000. 

Cheyenne,  Wyoming :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Durant,  Oklahoma :  Training  facilities,  $141,000. 

Fargo,  North  Dakota :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Fremont,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Galesburg,  Illinois:  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Greenwood,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $85,000. 
Hempstead,  New  York  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities,  $536,000. 
Johnstown,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Kewaunee,  Wisconsin :  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 

Madison,  Wisconsin  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities,  $490,000. 

Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  (Nr2)  :  Training  facilities,  $443,000. 
Saint  Marys,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Saint  Marys,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

Salinas,  California:  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 

Sinton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $134,000. 

Stockton,  California :  Training  facilities,  $164,000. 

Warren,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $289,000. 

Weirton,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $149,000. 

3  San  Jose,  California :  Road  improvements,  $32,000. 

Land  acquisition :  Training  facilities,  $419,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States 

(ARMORY) 

Ackerman,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Agawam,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 

Amarillo,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $231,000. 

Asheville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 
Ashford,  Alabama :  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 

Atlanta,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $132,000. 

Batesburg,  South  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Batesville,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Beckley,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $200,000. 

Belfast,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Belmont,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
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Belton,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $122,000. 

Belton,  Texas:  Training  facilities,  $86,000. 

Berry ville,  Arkansas:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Berryville,  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Bethel,  Alaska:  Training  facilities,  $480,000. 

Bethlehem,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 
Boston,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $270,000. 
Bridgeport,  Alabama :  Training  facilities,  $70,000. 
Brunswick,  Maine :  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Caldwell,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Calhoun,  Georgia:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 

Camden,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Carlisle,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Catskill,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 
Chesterfield,  South  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Chester,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $206,000. 
Cincinnati,  Ohio :  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Clarksburg,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 
Clayton,  New  Mexico:  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Clover,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Cody,  Wyoming:  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 
Crossville,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Cuero,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

Culver  City,  California :  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 

Dallas  Number  5,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $154,000. 
Dayton,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Duluth,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $37,000. 

Eatonton,  Georgia :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Edna,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

El  Campo,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $104,000. 

Espanola,  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  :  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 

Farmville,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Fontana,  California :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Franklin,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Fredericktown,  Missouri :  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 
Gainesville,  Florida :  Training  facilities,  $120,000. 

Gainesville,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $111,000. 

Gardiner,  Maine :  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Gassaway,  West  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 
Greensboro,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $357,000. 
Greenville,  Ohio:  Training  facilities,  $165,000. 

Hammonton,  New  Jersey :  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 
Harriman,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Hendersonville,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $120,000. 
Hollister,  California :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Honey  Grove,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Houston  Number  1,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $323,000. 
Houston  Number  2,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $264,000. 
Jerome,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $52,000. 

Johnston,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Juncos,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities,  $38,000. 

Juneau,  Alaska :  Training  facilities,  $450,000. 

Kannapolis,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $109,000. 
Kealakekua,  Hawaii :  Training  facilities,  $145,000. 

Ketchikan,  Alaska :  Training  facilities,  $277,000. 

Keyser,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $157,000. 
Kingsport,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $165,000. 
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Lake  City,  South  Carolina  ;  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 

Lasker- Woodland,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $103,000. 
Laurinburg,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $105,000. 
Lincolnton,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Ligonier,  Pennsylvania :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Little  Rock,  Arkansas :  Training  facilities,  $260,000. 

Livingston,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Logan,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 

Lovell,  Wyoming :  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Marietta,  Georgia :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Mayaguez,  Puerto  Rico :  Training  facilities,  $160,000. 

Middleboro,  Kentucky :  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 
Millinocket,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Minneapolis,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $88,000. 

Nashville,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

New  Bern,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

New  London,  Connecticut :  Training  facilities,  $360,000. 

Norfolk,  Virginia  :  Training  facilities,  $441,000. 

Northwest  St.  Paul,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $130,000. 

Oak  Ridge,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $142,000. 

Ocean  Springs,  Mississippi :  Training  facilities,  $54,000. 

Pacolet  Mills,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Patchogue,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $375,000. 

Persons,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

Phoenix,  Arizona :  Training  facilities,  $65,000. 

Pitman,  New  Jersey  :  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 

Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $75,000. 

Preston,  Idaho :  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Princeton,  New  Jersey  :  Training  facilities,  $175,000. 

Pulaski,  Virginia:  Training  facilities,  $135,000. 

Quitman,  Georgia  :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Reynolds,  Georgia :  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 

Richmond,  Virginia  :  Training  facilities,  $441,000. 

Rigby,  Idaho :  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Rockingham,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Roseboro,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 

Saco,  Maine :  $150,000. 

Salem,  New  Jersey  :  Training  facilities,  $15,000. 

Salem,  Oregon :  Training  facilities,  $161,000. 

Salem,  South  Dakota :  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

San  Fernando,  California :  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

San  Rafael  (Fairfax) ,  California :  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

\  Saranac  Lake,  New  York :  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Saugus,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 

Shallotte,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Silver  City,  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

Sitka,  Alaska :  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Smithfield,  North  Carolina:  Training  facilities,  $98,000. 
Smithtown,  New  York:  Training  facilities,  $300,000. 

Socorro,  New  Mexico :  Training  facilities,  $57,000. 

South  Boston,  Massachusetts :  Training  facilities,  $360,000. 
South  Pittsburg,  Tennessee :  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 

South  Portland,  Maine:  Training  facilities,  $150,000. 

Saint  George,  South  Carolina  :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Stillwater,  Minnesota :  Training  facilities,  $37,000. 

Storm  Lake,  Iowa :  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 

Sturgis,  Michigan :  Training  facilities,  $220,000. 

Swanton,  Vermont:  Training  facilities,  $137,000. 

Tell  City,  Indiana :  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
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Texarkana,  Texas :  Training  facilities,  $153,000. 

Twin  Falls,  Idaho:  Training  facilities,  $90,000. 
Valparaiso,  Indiana :  Training  facilities,  $188,000. 
Ventura,  California :  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 
Wahoo,  Nebraska:  Training  facilities,  $115,000. 

Wallace,  North  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $95,000. 
Waverly,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Waynesboro,  Tennessee:  Training  facilities,  $91,000. 
Weston,  West  Virginia :  Training  facilities,  $189,000. 
Whitman,  Massachusetts:  Training  facilities,  $210,000. 
Whitmire,  South  Carolina :  Training  facilities,  $99,000. 
Winnemucca,  Nevada:  Training  facilities,  $110,000. 
Yates  Center,  Kansas :  Training  facilities,  $93,000. 

Yuma,  Arizona:  Training  facilities,  $45,000. 

Army  National  Guard  of  tile  United  States 


Additional 

facilities. 


Report  to 

Congressional 

committees. 


Ante,  p.  665. 


(NON  ARMORY) 

Anchorage,  Alaska :  Administrative  and  supply  facilities,  $192,000. 

Augusta,  Maine:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities,  $190,000.  i 

Burlington,  Vermont:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$208,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana :  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$325,000. 

Camp  Beauregard,  Louisiana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $279,000. 

Camp  Butner,  North  Carolina :  Supply  facilities,  $353,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa :  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,000. 

Camp  Dodge,  Iowa :  Supply  facilities,  $120,000. 

Camp  Shelby,  Mississippi:  Maintenance  facilities,  $165,000. 

Columbia,  South  Carolina:  Maintenance  facilities,  $80,000. 

Concord,  New  Hampshire:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$145,000. 

Culbertson,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $73,000. 

Jefferson  City,  Missouri:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$113,000. 

Kalispell,  Montana:  Maintenance  facilities,  $67,000. 

Nashville,  Tennessee:  Administrative  and  supply  facilities, 
$493,000. 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah:  Maintenance  facilities,  $235,000. 

Trenton,  New  Jersey:  Supply  facilities,  $80,000. 

(4)  For  all  reserve  components:  Facilities  made  necessary  by 
changes  in  the  assignment  of  weapons  or  equipment  to  reserve  force.^ 
units,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  determines  thau 
deferral  of  such  facilities  for  inclusion  in  the  next  law  authorizing 
appropriations  for  specific  facilities  for  reserve  forces  would  be  in¬ 
consistent  with  the  interests  of  national  security  and  if  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  his  designee  notifies  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  immediately  upon  reaching  a  final  decision  to  implement, 
of  the  nature  and  estimated  cost  of  any  facility  to  be  undertaken 
under  this  subsection. 

Sec.  604.  The  first  sentence  of  section  2233a  of  title  10,  United  States 
Code,  does  not  apply  to — 

(a)  facilities  that — 
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(1)  have  been  the  subject  of  consultation  with  the  Committees 
on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  before  July  1, 1958 ; 

(2)  are  under  contract  before  July  1, 1960 ;  and 

(3)  are  funded  from  appropriations  made  before  the  date  of 

enactment  of  this  Act ;  or  _ _ 

(b)  facilities  that  are  authorized  by  section  603  (  4)  of  this  Act;  or 

(c)  The  following  facilities  for  the  Air  National  Guard  of  the 
United  States: 

(1)  Milford  Point,  Connecticut:  Operation  and  training  facilities, 
$337,000. 

(2)  Wellesley,  Massachusetts:  Operational  and  training  facilities, 
$319,000. 

(3)  Westchester  County  Airport,  White  Plains,  New  York:  Opera¬ 
tional  and  training  facilities,  $105,000. 

Sec.  605.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  establish  or  develop  in¬ 
stallations  and  facilities  under  this  title  without  regard  to  sections 
3648  and  3734  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  and  section  4774 
(d)  and  9774  (d)  of  title  10,  United  States  Code.  The  authority  to 
place  permanent  or  temporary  improvements  on  land  includes  au¬ 
thority  for  surveys,  administration,  overhead,  planning,  and  super¬ 
vision  incident  to  construction.  That  authority  may  be  exercised 
before  title  to  the  land  is  approved  under  section  355  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  as  amended,  and  even  though  the  land  is  held  temporarily. 
The  authority  to  acquire  real  estate  or  land  includes  authority  to 
make  surveys  and  to  acquire  land,  and  interests  in  land  (including 
temporary  use),  by  gift,  purchase,  exchange  of  Government-owned 
land,  or  otherwise. 

Sec.  606.  Appropriations  for  facilities  projects  authorized  by  sec¬ 
tion  603  for  the  respective  reserve  components  of  the  armed  forces 
may  not  exceed — 

(1)  for  Department  of  the  Navy:  Naval  and  Marine  Corps 
Reserves,  $11,886,000. 

(2)  for  Department  of  the  Air  Force: 

(a)  Air  Force  Reserve,  $5,054,000; 

(b)  Air  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  $11,976,000. 

(3)  for  Department  of  the  Army:  Army  Reserve  and  Army 
National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  $28,330,000. 

Sec.  607.  (a)  Any  of  the  amounts  named  in  section  603  of  this 
Act  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  be  increased 
by  15  per  centum,  but  the  total  cost  for  all  projects  authorized  for  the 
Naval  and  Marine  Corps  Reserves,  the  Air  Force  Reserve,  the  Air 
\National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  and  the  Army  Reserve  and  the 
Army  National  Guard  of  the  United  States,  may  not  exceed  the 
amounts  named  in  clauses  1,  2  (a),  2  (b),  and  3  of  section  606 
respectively. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force,  respectively, 
may,  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  establish  or  de¬ 
velop  facilities  for  Reserve  forces  other  than  those  facilities  authorized 
by  section  603  of  this  Act,  except  that  (1)  the  total  cost  of  such 
facilities  by  any  service  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total 
amount  authorized  to  be  expended  by  that  service  for  projects  under 
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such  section,  and  (2)  the  total  cost  for  all  projects  established  or 
developed  by  any  service  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection  shall 
not,  when  added  to  the  total  cost  of  the  projects  established  or  de¬ 
veloped  by  such  service  under  the  authority  of  section  603,  exceed  the 
amounts  prescribed  by  clauses  1,  2  (a),  2  (b),  3,  of  section  606, 
respectively. 

Sec.  608.  This  title  may  be  cited  as  the  “Reserve  Forces  Facilities 
Act  of  1958”. 

Approved  August  20,  1958. 


